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REFLEXIONS SUR 
L’IMPARFAIT ET LES ASPECTS EN V. SLAVE 


par 
J. KURYLOWICZ 


Krakéw 


Le morph caractéristique -éase de la 3° p.sing. de l’imparfait slave 
comporte autant de sous-morphs qu’il contient de phonémes: -é-, -a-, -5-, 
et la voyelle thématique -e. Une étymologie entrainant la conviction sera 
celle qui non seulement réussit 4 montrer l’origine de ces différents 
éléments mais qui en méme temps les raméne 4 une base commune dont 
elles découlent toutes, autrement dit 4 une forme protoslave concréte 
dont l’existence serait garantie par la grammaire comparée. 

Pour pouvoir présenter notre interprétation de l’imparfait d’une fagon 
déductiver nous anticipons ici le résultat final: l’imparfait slave en -éase 
est le successeur direct de l’imparfait de l’itératif en -die/o-, et continue 
par conséquent un -diet primitif. Au point de vue sémantique, rien de 
plus plausible. 

Le type productif de Vitératif slave attesté comporte un allongement du 
vocalisme radical partout ot celui-ci est phonétiquement admissible. Le 
fait que l’imparfait n’est pas caractérisé par le degré long prouve qu'il 
s’agit d’une forme ancienne détachée, par suite du déplacement sémantique 
imparfait de l’itératif > imparfait, de la série productive des itératifs. En 
tant que formes dérivées vivantes ces derniers subissent l’allongement du 
vocalisme radical en syllabe non-entravée — effet indirect de l’abrégement 
des voyelles longues devant sonante tautosyllabique (v. L’apophonie en 
indo-européen, p. 287 et p. 301 ssq.). 

L’imparfait slave continue un imparfait en -djet 4 degré radical zéro 
(dans la mesure ov celui-ci est encore en usage), lequel a remplacé 
l’ancien imparfait indo-européen en -(e)t, thématique ou athématique. 
Rien n’empéche de rapprocher lat. erat < *esdjet (au lieu de *esdt admis 
jusqu’ici); pour le cété phonétique cf. le présent de la 1 conj. amat, qui 
remonte a -dje/o-. 

Des quatre éléments morphologiques mentionnés plus haut deux, a 
savoir -d- et la voyelle thématique, s’expliquent immédiatement. C’est 
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surtout la flexion thématique 4 désinences secondaires laquelle, con- 
jointement avec la valeur de la forme, nous oblige a chercher la solution 
du cété de l’imparfait d’une formation dérivée. On ne concoit du reste 
point pourquoi et comment un rejeton de l’ancien aoriste en -s/x-, muni 
de désinences athématiques, aurait échangé ces désinences, étroitement 
associées 4 l’aoriste en -s/x-, contre les désinences thématiques, les seules 
attestées: -a, -e, -e, -ové, -eta, -ete, -oms, -ete, -9. 

La confrontation de vesti : vedéase, vidéti : vidéase, et borati : beraase 
prouve que le -é- de vedéaSe est un sous-morph a valeur zéro, qu’on 
lappelle «voyelle de liaison» ou autrement (v. Festschrift Debrunner, p. 
251). Il nous incombera donc la tache d’expliquer 1) l’origine de ce -é- 
et la zone historique de son emploi; 2) l’origine de -x (#)- et son rapport 
éventuel au s/x (§) de l’aoriste. 

Ces problémes sont étroitement liés 4 la question du théme de I’im- 
parfait en -éase. L’imparfait nouveau est-il bati sur le présent ou sur 
Paoriste? Ou plutét, puisqu’il s’agit d’une forme 4 l’origine dérivée 
(itérative): a-t-elle été assimilée par le présent ou l’aoriste? Une forme 
comme vedéaxe parle en faveur de la premiére alternative, mais dans 
vidé-axe, et surtout dans bera-axe (avec le degré bor- s’opposant a ber- 
du présent), la base aoristique est nette. Notons en passant que la régle qui 
recommande a former l’imparfait sur l’infinitif élargi de -é- ou de -a- 
(vid-é-ti, ber-a-ti), est purement pratique et ne se soucie pas de la genése 
de ces infinitifs. Les voyelles -é-, -a- sont par leur origine des suffixes 
aoristiques et ne pénétrent qu’aprés coup dans les infinitifs respectifs. 
Ces derniers étant eux-mémes tirés des aoristes en -éx, -axa, les impar- 
faits comme vidé-axe, bora-axe le sont aussi. 

L’imparfait se trouve en effet dans une double opposition par rapport 
aux autres formes personnelles du systéme verbal. D’un cété il contraste 
avec le présent sur le plan temporel (présent : passé) tandis que l’aspect 
reste le méme. De l’autre cété il se distingue de l’aoriste par son aspect 
(perfectif : imperfectif) quoique l’opposition ne soit pas nette (v. infra). 

Or l’opposition du type *vedaje, *beraje (avec le degré zéro propre a 
cette formation) envers les aoristes correspondants vése, beraxs conduit a 
la transformation de *beraje. En effet, par rapport a vése (*véd-s-s) 
*yedaje est formé moyennant le retranchement du morphéme aoristique 
-s(x)- (responsable de l’allongement du vocalisme radical) et l’addition de 
-aje. Par conséquent dans le cas de beraxe l’imparfait est formé sur bora- 
(retranchement de -x-) avec le méme suffixe -aje. C’est que l’extension 
préhistorique de -x- a mis sur un pied égal les anciens aoristes sigmatiques 
et ceux en voyelle longue (-a-, -é-). De cette fagon l’imparfait de berg, 
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berati devient *bera-aje remplacgant un ancien *boeraje, successeur lui- 
méme de *bere. Et d’une maniére toute analogue de vidjg, vidéti, aor. 
vidéxs, on obtient l’imparfait *vidéaje. 

L’imparfait slave, un dérivé primaire par son origine, s’est donc réglé, 
en entrant dans le systéme de la conjugaison du verbe primaire, sur le 
théme de l’aoriste respectif et non pas sur le présent. Cet état de choses 
est justement conservé dans les imparfaits des verbes en -ati de la 1™ et 3° 
classe de Leskien, p.ex. berg, borax, beraase; pisg, posaxt, posaase. Mais 
déja les verbes en -ujo, -ovati hésitent: on a kupujaase de kupujo, kupovaxe, 
a cété de kupovaase. 

Un autre indice du fait que l’imparfait en -éase était fondé sur l’aoriste, 
c’est le réle de consonne «de liaison» joué par l’élément x (§). A l’aoriste 
sigmatique l’alternance s : x (5) était réglée par une loi morphologique qu’on 
pourrait formuler de la maniére suivante : devant les désinences vocaliques 
de certains aoristes l’élément s est remplacé par x (5), donc zna-s-ta, 
zna-s-te, mais zna-x-, zna-x-ové, zna-x-ome, zna-5-¢. La régle ne peut pas 
étre formulée de fagon inverse (remplacement de x par s devant désinences 
consonantiques) parce qu’il y a des aoristes ol s apparait devant voyelle 
aussi bien que devant consonne : véss, vésoms, véste, etc. C’est donc s 
qui est l’allomorph principal. 

Il faut remarquer que de cette facon le réle de x de znaxe, znaxove, 
znaxoms, znas¢ devient celui d’une consonne «de liaison» (« Hiatus- 
filler»). Car s et x n’étant liés par aucune sorte d’opposition phonologi- 
que, le remplacement de s par x équivaut au passage s > zéro > x, c.-a-d. 
au remplacement de zéro (hiatus) par x. La régle s’applique notamment 
aux aoristes en -a- : beraxa, beraxové, beraxoms, borase. 

La régle morphologique en question pénétre aussi dans l’imparfait, du 
moment ou par suite de l’évolution phonétique il se constitue, dans 
certaines formes de son paradigme, un hiatus entre le -a- du théme et la 
désinence qui suit. On y a d’abord: -a-j-, -a-j-e, -a-j-e, -a-j-ové, -a-j-eta, 
-a-j-ete, -a-j-oma, -a-j-ete, -a-j-g. Or la coincidence des voyelles antérieures 
yotacisées et non-yotacisées au commencement du motet de la syllabe ou, si 
l’on veut, la disparition de 7 devant voyelle antérieure (esm», eZe < indo- 
eur. *esmi, *iod; mv, éde < *édmi, *id-) crée un hiatus phonologique dans 
toutes les formes dont la désinence comporte la voyelle thématique e: 
*znaae, *znaaeta, *znaaete, formes a hiatus, par rapport auxquelles znaaj-, 
*znaaj-ové, *znaaj-oms, *znaaj-9 comportent une consonne «de liaison» 
j, qui apparait devant les désinences a voyelle postérieure (2, 0, g). Cette 
appréciation de 7 découle de la confrontation du paradigme de znaje avec 
celui de vede: en face des désinences -e, -eta, -ete, identiques a celles de 
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*znaae, *znaaeta, *znaaete, on trouve simplement, aprés consonne (ved-), 
-6, -ové, -Omd, -9. 

Or V’hiatus des formes *znaae, *znaaeta, *znaaete est supprimé 
moyennant l’introduction de I’élément x (5), qui joue exactement le méme 
réle d’élément de liaison 4 l’aoriste auquel s’oppose l’imparfait nouveau. 
On obtient de cette maniére les formes znaase, znaaseta, znaaSete, 
beraase, beraaseta, beraasete, et puis, avec le remplacement de j par x 
dans le reste du paradigme : zmaaxs, znaaxové, znaaxoms, znaaxg, et 
beraaxs, beraaxové, beraaxoms, beraaxg, formes en somme historiques. 
Le méme raisonnement vaut pour *vidéaje > vidéaSe etc. 

En résumant nous constatons que l’influence de l’aoriste sur l’imparfait 
nouveau s’est manifestée sous deux aspects : 1) l’introduction, dans 
limparfait, des suffixes aoristiques -a-, -é-; 2) l’introduction, dans 
limparfait, de la consonne de liaison -x (#)-. Cette derniére particularité 
est due a l’action conjointe de deux facteurs, l’un morphologique (la 
dominance de l’aoriste), l’autre phonologique (la disparition de ¢ devant 
voyelle antérieure). 

Il reste un détail important: le é de vedéase, teéaase. Ce & apparait 
dans les imparfaits batis sur le théme du présent. 

Le rattachement direct de l’imparfait au présent, rattachement entrai- 
nant la suppression du degré vocalique spécial propre aux anciens itéra- 
tifs, son assimilation au vocalisme du présent, s’effectue par l’inter- 
médiaire des verbes en -i-, -éti (classe IV b de Leskien). Autrement que le 
type berg, berati, les verbes de la classe [Vb (vidjg, vidéti) n’offrent dans 
leur conjugaison aucune trace d’apophonie radicale (probablement parce 
que le vocalisme radical primitif était zéro aussi bien dans I’aoriste en -é- 
que dans la formation du présent intransitif en -i- ou -ie/o-, grec é-ydv- 
n-v: *udv-to-uat). Une fois que limparfait vidéase, tiré de Tl’aoriste 
vidéxe, est entré on opposition avec vidjg, vidits, absence d’une différence 
entre les vocalismes radicaux du présent et du nouvel imparfait a permis 
de dégager -éase comme suffixe de l’imparfait. D’ou -éase (-aase aprés 
palatale) dans tous les imparfaits batis sur le présent : vedéase, tecaase, 
soxnéase, borjaase, védéase. Pour les verbes de la classe [Va (type /jubiti) 
on trouve d’un cété Ijubljaaxe (avec la palatale de /jubljg), de l'autre 
cété des formes comme radéaxs, prixodéaxe (Suprasl.). 

L’explication de l’élément -é- de -éase nous fait rejeter ’hypothése 
d’Uljanov (RFV 25,41), suivant laquelle le -é- de vedéaxs, tecaaxe serait 
directement apparenté a -é- des prétérits lituaniens du type teké(jo). Il ne 
s’agit que d’une parenté indirecte. Le -é- de -éase a été dégagé en slave 
1 Mais avant le passage jo > je. 
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méme d’aoristes en -é- comme vidé-. Tandis qu’en slave l’aoriste en -é- est 
étroitement associé 4 certains thémes de présent (-i-), en baltique -é- a pris 
une extension considérable en évingant l’aoriste sigmatique (cf. M. Leu- 
mann, Corolla Linguistica Sommer, p. 159; L’apophonie, p. 299-301). 

Les verbes IV b (vidéti) permettent d’établir une chronologie relative des 
particularités formelles qui caractérisent l’imparfait slave. En entrant dans 
le systéme flexionnel du verbe primaire l’imparfait itératif en -djet a 
d’abord subi l’influence de l’aoriste, d’ot l’incorporation des suffixes 
aoristiques -a-, -é-, et l’'adoption de la consonne «de liaison» x. Ensuite 
seulement, par opposition au théme du présent, -éaSe a été pergu comme 
morph unitaire, applicable 4 n’importe quel théme de présent en dehors 
des verbes en -éti. 

Aussi longtemps que la forme en -diet maintenait son état de dérivé et 
sa valeur itérative, l’imparfait hérité en -et conservait la sienne. Une fois 
évincé par la forme en -diet l’ancien imparfait ne survit qu’en qualité de 
temps de narration et rejoint par conséquent I’ancien aoriste. Le renouvel- 
lement de l’imparfait en slave n’a rien a faire avec la genése du systéme 
d’aspects historique. La pénétration du type itératif vypékajg dans le 
systéme flexionnel du verbe primaire est plus récente. La différence 
chronologique se trahit surtout par le traitement du vocalisme radical: 
beraase en face de -birajo, -biraase, ou pecaase : -pékajo, -pékaaSe. Il en 
suit que le refoulement de l’ancien imparfait vede vers la valeur aoristique 
est aussi un phénoméne antérieur 4 la constitution des aspects historiques 
(a rectifier par conséquent Reports VIIIth International Congress, Il, p. 
309). 

Bref, il nous est donné d’entrevoir un peu la chronologie relative de 
lévolution du systéme verbal slave. 

La maniére dont s’est constitué le systéme d’aspects en slave permet d’y 
voir un renouvellement de la valeur durative de l’infectum, c.-a-d. du 
présent-imparfait. Ce type d’évolution verbale est normal (v. L’apophonie 
p. 27 sq.). Lorsque la valeur durative a commencé 4a s’affaiblir, surtout 
dans les présents/imparfaits des verbes composés et de certains verbes 
dérivés en -ne/o-, ces formes ont été remplacées par les itératifs correspon- 
dants (vypékajo, vypékaaxs; dvigajg, dvigaaxs). Les anciens présents/ 
imparfaits (vy-pekg, vy-pecaaxs; dvigng, dvignéaxs) ne se sont conservés 
que dans des fonctions secondaires, non-duratives. Il s’agit 1) du présent 
(imparfait) général, exprimant l’habitude etc.; 2) de valeurs modales 
(p.ex. éventualité, y inclus l’°emploi comme futur). 

La valeur de futur, propre au type vy-pekg, ne s’explique pas par 
laspect perfectif mais comme une fonction résiduaire de l'ancien présent, 
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bien qu’elle soit fortement représentée dans les langues historiques. Mais 
sa position résiduaire découle justement du fait qu’elle est concurrencée 
par les sens éventuel et habituel, surtout dans les emplois formulaires. 
Ainsi (Vaillant, Manuel du v. slave,1, p. 325) vasklonite se pops «le prétre 
se reléve»; slanocu vosxodestu sokryjets se sténs «quand le soleil se léve, 
l’ombre se cache»; egda Ze sozeréets plods, abije possljets sreps «des que 
le fruit mdrit, aussit6t il envoie la faucille». De méme l’imparfait du 
verbe primaire composé (devenu perfectif) sert 4 exprimer non pas 
l’action durative, mais l’action habituelle ou répétée, p. ex. (Vaillant, p. 
328) egda bo vo ratexe obrétaaxoms se i pomoljaaxoms Boga «car lorsque 
nous nous trouvions dans la guerre et que nous priions Dieu»; rekojg Ze 
plete drozaaxs, a dusejg Boga porazuméaxe i... obréstaaxe Cudesno «de 
la main je tenais la chair, mais par l’A4me je reconnaissais le Dieu, et je 
trouvais une chose miraculeuse» (il s’agit de Thomas qui ne cesse de 
toucher le Christ pour se convaincre et qui, 4 chaque fois, constate le 
miracle); aste s¢ solucaase ne iméti emu nicesoze dati emu, to kotygo... 
dadéase ni§tuumu «s'il lui arrivait de n’avoir rien a lui donner, alors il 
donnait sa tunique au pauvre». 

En tant que forme impersonnelle le participe présent d’un verbe 
perfectif reflétera les valeurs des formes personnelles correspondantes en 
indiquant 1) soit le futur, p.ex. (Vaillant, p. 326 ssq.) o izménestiixs se «sur 
ce qui sera changé»; synove rodeStei se «les fils qui naitront»; 2) soit 
Vhabitude ou l’éventualité (d’ou aptitude, en particulier dans le tour 
négatif), p.ex. ljubljaase Ze xozdenije prézde ne dvignyji se «il aimait la 
marche, lui qui auparavant ne bougeait pas»; vs zalé prébyvaase ne 
ispovédy se «il restait dans le mal sans (jamais) se confesser»; vodonoss. . . 
vemésteste po devéma li treme mérame «un vase contenant deux a trois 
litres » («capable de contenir»); césarstvije. . . ni naéenomo ni pribyvajeste 
«un royaume non susceptible de commencer ni qui s’accroit». 

Comment les formes anciennes ont-elles pu se constituer en systéme 
d’aspect perfectif, opposé au systéme d’infectum, qui était duratif et 
imperfectif?? 

Un fait de premiére importance parait avoir jusqu’ici échappé a 
lattention des linguistes: une opposition d’aspects pure n’apparait pas 
dans la partie centrale du systéme verbal slave mais uniquement dans ses 
parties périphériques: modes (futur, impératif), formes impersonnelles 
(infinitif). Ainsi pol. bedg wypiekal : wypieke, wypiekaj : wypiecz, wypie- 
kad : wypiec. Mais ce qu’on a l’habitude de considérer comme opposition 


2 Vu la diversité de développements nous nous bornons ici 4 un seul cas concret, celui 
du polonais. 
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d’aspects par excellence, le contraste entre l’imparfait et l’aoriste (ou 
bien, en polonais, russe, etc., entre le prétérit «imperfectif» et le prétérit 
«perfectif», p.ex. pol. wypiekal : wypiekl) n’est pas une opposition d’aspect 
pure et simple: wypiekail est imperfectif par rapport 4 un moment du 
passé, wypiekl est perfectif par rapport 4 un moment indéterminé (mo- 
ment de parler ou moment passé). 

Ce manque de symétrie constitue 4 notre avis une différence intrinséque 
importante entre les systémes verbaux du slave et ceux des langues 
européennes occidentales. Ce qui est propre a ces derniéres c’est l’opposi- 
tion simultanéité : antériorité. Ainsi, en frangais, j’écris, j’écrivais : j’ai 
écrit, j avais écrit; écrivant correspond 4 j’écris et j’écrivais ; ayant écrit, 
a j’ai écrit et j’avais écrit. De méme a linfinitif (écrire < j’écris + 
j écrivais ; avoir écrit < j'ai écrit + j’avais écrit). C’est en somme le 
systéme d’infectum et de perfectum du latin. On y a un participe (infinitif) 
de simultanéité, et un participe (infinitif) d’antériorité. Pour «simulta- 
néité» on peut dire «non-antériorité» lorsqu’on insiste sur son caractére 
non-marqué. 

En slave on a pol. wypiekam (imperfectivité au présent) + wypiekalem 
(imperfectivité au passé) en face de wypieklem (perfectivité sans référence 
temporelle). Dans les formes modales et impersonnelle la différence entre 
bede wypiekal, wypiekaj, wypieka¢, qui s’appuient sur wypiekam +- 
wypiekalem, d’un cété, et wypieke, wypiecz, wypiec, qui s’appuient sur 
wypiekl, de l'autre, est une différence entre l’imperfectif, membre non- 
marqué, et le perfectif qu’it nous incombe maintenant de confronter avec 
la catégorie d’antériorité caractéristique des langues occidentales. 

L’antériorité caractérisant l’infinitif avoir écrit est imposée par les 
formes personnelles j’ai écrit et j’avais écrit, dont chacune désigne une 
action antérieure (au moment de parler ou 4 un moment passé, respective- 
ment). On pourrait définir une action antérieure comme comportant une 
perfectivité relative, pourvue d’un index ou d’une référence temporelle. 
Or pol. wypiec et sa forme-base personnelle wypieklem désigne une action 
comportant une perfectivité absolue, sans aucune référence temporelle 
(ce qui au contraire est bien le cas pour l’action imperfective, pol. 
wypiekam : wypiekalem). La différence entre l’antériorité et la perfectivité 
repose donc sur le caractére relatif de la premiére. Il découle de la symétrie 
du systéme occidental en méme temps que de la richesse de ses termes : 
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I II 
imperf. (1) wypiekam (2) wypiekalem _ simult. (4) j’écris (5) j’écrivais 
perf. (3) wypieklem antér. (6) j’ai é. (7) j’avais é. 
(suppression de la (conservation de la 
relativité temporelle) relativité temporelle) 


Il n’en suit pas qu’en passant d’un systéme 4a l’autre on ne rencontre des 
difficultés que dans une seule direction. Car la perfectivité relative (= 
l’antériorité) n’est pas une espéce (au sens logique) de la perfectivité 
absolue. Dans le systéme I la perfectivité relative peut étre suggérée par 
le contexte d cété de la perfectivité absolue, laquelle est grammaticale et 
par conséquent obligatoire. P.ex. pol. ksiqzka, ktérq pisal peut étre 
traduit, suivant le contexte, non seulement par «le livre qu’il écrivait» 
mais encore par («le livre qu’il a écrit» ou) «le livre qu’il avait écrit». Et 
de méme, pour les phrases frangaises /e livre qu’il a écrit, le livre qu'il 
avait écrit il faut s’en tenir au contexte pour pouvoir choisir, dans les 
deux cas, entre pol. «ksiqzka, ktéra pisat» et «ksigzka, kt6rq napisat». 
En général, (1) correspond a (4); (2) a (5), (6) et (7); (3) a (6) et (7). Et 
vice versa, (4) correspond a (1); (5) a (2); (6) a (2) et (3); (7) a (2) et (3). 

Les deux systémes ont la tendance a4 coincider dans l’emploi du participe 
(pol. piszqc «écrivant», napisawszy «ayant écrit»). C’est que d’une part 
le part. passé du type pisawszy a tombé en désuétude, et que, de l’autre 
part, la valeur du participe, rapporté au verbe personnel de la proposition, 
est toujours relative. 
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE STUDY OF 
OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC 


by 
HORACE G. LUNT 


Harvard University 


I. ON RE-READING THE MARIANUS: LIGATURES AND *DJ 


The study of Old Church Slavonic has reached a stage where sensational 
discoveries are unlikely, barring the now remote possibility that an ex- 
tensive new text might come to light. But reexamination of the classical 
manuscripts continually adds little details which perfect our under- 
standing of the language and its history. In recent years more attention 
has been turned once again to paleography and the questions to which 
it may provide an answer. 

A lacuna in the great work of Jagi¢é was his neglect to deal fully with 
ligatures in the ancient glagolitic manuscripts. Neither in his editions 
of the Zographensis and Marianus nor in his handbook on glagolitic 
script does he give an idea of the variety of the ligatures or their fre- 
quency. His silence gave rise to the belief that uniting letters to form 
new compound symbols is essentially a late invention. I tried to analyze 
the use of glagolitic ligatures in OCS a year ago in an article written in 
honor of Prof. Rajko Nahtigal’s eightieth birthday.’ Culling the full 
material from a microfilm of the Zographensis, I undertook to compare 
it with the data available in editions of the other manuscripts. For the 
Marianus, however, it was at the time necessary to be content with an 
examination of the section (the Gospel of Luke) lithographed by the 
ObSéestvo ljubitelej drevnej pis’mennosti. Since then I have been able to 
spend several hours examining the original manuscript in the Lenin 
Library in Moscow and to study it by means of a microfilm obtained 
through the Harvard University Library. It is the purpose of this paper 
to present the full data on ligatures as an appendix to my earlier article, 
and to point out a curious and significant detail which has escaped the 
notice of earlier investigators. 


1 “Ligatures in OCS Glagolitic Manuscripts”, Slavistiéna revija, 10.253-266. 
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There are eleven different ligatures in the Marianus, one three-letter and 
ten two-letter combinations, occurring a total of 81 times. Six of them 
are found only once each: zd (zvézdy| Mk 13.25), zv (vpzvé|sti Mk 16.10), 
pl (isplb|nits L 1.15), po (po sré\dé L 21.21), tvo and 1 (discussed in 
detail below). All but the last occur near the end of crowded lines and 
obviously serve as space-savers. A numeral is found twice: Bi (“13”: 
fol. 76.20, in index to Luke; see photograph in Jagi¢’s ed.; fol. 134.14 = 
Jagié ed. 313.13, in index to John). A combination which twice appears 
in the middle of lines can hardly be viewed as a space-saver, and may 
perhaps reveal a correction; the two lower loops of 6 function as the 
upper loops of “‘iZe”’, which is to be read as following the . One example 
furnishes a slightly ambiguous reading, as Jagi¢ points out in his footnote; 
in John 19.26 mpbaacrsi umb may represent *-te > -ty before *jims, 
or else *-t@ + i (“even”). The other was not noticed by Jagi¢: Tip 
aABucKBI Mt 11.19.° 

The most common ligature is tv; all of the 36 examples are at the ends 
of lines. The symbol composed of / over m is used as a space-saver in 
six words with mil (priemle|ts Mt 10.40; zemlsska|é Mt 24.30; ml|nii 
Mt 28.3; mls|vo Mk 5.38; avramls| Mk 12.26; zemljg’| J 21.9), and once 
in the abbreviated anglms (L 20.36). In abbreviations of the word for 
“Jerusalem” (Mt 16.21; Mk 3.8, 10.32, 11.15, 11.27; L 2.22, 2.25, 5.17, 
6.17,-9.31) it need not stand at the end of a line, but the ligature is less 
frequent than spellings with / on the line before m or the normal abbre- 
viation with no / at all. 

One ligature definitely is bound to a single form; 7 with “ize’’ under 
it occurs 17 times in 6xxin (for *bozZj and *bo%ji) and once in the 
neuter 6x1e (L 4.43). This spelling violates the normal rule for the 
distribution of the i-letters in Marianus, for “ize” (with a pointed base) 
otherwise never follows a consonant, being reserved almost exclusively 


2 This is the correct reference; in Slavistiéna rev. 10.259 the grammatical form and 
the verse are wrong. 

8 P. A. Buzuk, in his corrections to Jagi¢’s edition (JORJaS 29.356ff.), seems to have 
misread his own notes, for he states (361) that the ligature occurs in the word édy. 
He interprets the spelling as a correction made by the scribe. Against this may be 
cited the superscript ‘ize’ added as a correction in the word vy in J 5.38. 

4 The lines in Jagié’s edition are: 22.15, 30.1, 44.19, 47.18, 48.8, 73.21, 76.19, 79.21, 
87.10, 88.6, 91.15, 124.8, 137.5 (141.10 tvo, having been written without ligature on 
the next line, was erased), 156.2, 156.10, 157.13, 168.16, 206.28, 208.3, 210.4, 243.21, 
246.19, 249.28, 298.29, 317.11, 348.7, 348.21, 349.24, 355.14, 359.7, 377.25, 379.17, 
391.11, 391.20, 395.8; and in stvorse at the top of folium 159 (which Jagi¢é for some 
reason calls 158), cf. Jagi¢, p. 409, sixth line from bottom. 


— 
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for the second member of the digraph t1 = y. The distribution of the 
ligature-spelling 6xiu is not without interest. It appears for the first 
time in Luke 1.35. In Matthew and Mark 6xum occurs exclusively, in 
Luke 15 x5 (~ 9 with ligature and -1m), in John 3x (~ 11). This seems 
then to be another instance of an older orthographic mannerism which 
occurs only in the second half of the manuscript. It may mean that 
the protograph was not homogeneous, or, as Buzuk suggests, that the 
scribe who wrote the Marianus was less concerned with careful copying 
when he started his work but adapted himself more and more to the 
protograph as he went on.* Another possible indication that this set 
spelling for the adjective “divine” is old is the fact that the ligature is 
used simply to mean 7 once in Clozianus (6ximmx 811; cf. Vondrak’s 
edition, p. 33), and again, apparently, in a related word in the palimpsest 
Leningrad Oktoikh (bezbZinn[oe] 5°17).7 The ligature was copied me- 
chanically in Cloz.; perhaps the scribe of L considered the extra stroke(s) 
at the bottom of the 7 as necessary to this particular morph. 

The full material then makes no essential change in the picture of the 
use of ligatures in the Marianus which was obtained by an analysis of 
only the Gospel of Luke. The over-all average frequency of ligatures 
is slightly greater - approximately one per 3500 letters (1:4500 in Luke 
alone).® 

In view of the fact that new information is available about the Rila 
Folia® and the Leningrad Oktoikh, it seems worth while to give here a 


5 More accurately, in Mt and Mk 17 x -uu, 1 x -m, 1 x -a; in Luke 14x -um, 1 x -u. 
There is no need to catalogue the forms, since all cases of the spelling x: in Jagi¢’s 
edition represent the ligature. 

6 Other alleged archaisms in the second part of Mar are a larger percentage of 
uncontracted imperfects, and of i for “tense »’’, cf. Buzuk, JORJaS 29.351f., 364f. 
7 Fora preliminary report on the glagolitic OCS undertext of the 8-folia palimpsest 
of the Saltykov-Stéedrin Public Library in Leningrad (Q m I 64) cf. American Con- 
tributions to the Fourth International Congress of Slavicists ('s~Gravenhage, 1958), pp. 
191-209. 

8 These very approximate calculations make it possible, as I remarked in my previous 
article, to compare different usages. The conservative Marianus remains between the 
even more conservative Cloz (ca. 5500 letters for every ligature), and the other scribal 
averages — the moderate Euch (1200) and Zogr (1050) and the very liberal Assemanianus 
(150) and the extreme Rila Folia (less than 50 letters per ligature). In the Psalterium 
Sinaiticum different scribes vary widely (e.g. II, 750; III, 100), which demonstrates 
that the frequency of ligatures tells us little about chronology. 

® Ivan GoSev’s edition of the Rila Folia (Rilski glagoliceski listki, Sofia, 1956) notes 
all ligatures. In his discussion, however, GoSev betrays a curious misunderstanding 
of the facts and their significance. He exaggerates in saying “indeed in the RF we 
have many more and more various ligatures than in all other glagolitic manuscripts” 
(p. 44; italics mine, H.G.L.), and his later remark (p. 50) that Ass. has only “9 vida 
ligaturi” is astonishing in view of the fact that he couples it with a quotation from 
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revised list of all OCS glagolitic ligatures, with the manuscripts in which 
they occur. 

There are some 94 different ligatures: 10 occur in at least four manu- 
scripts, 6 in at least three, and 17 in two, leaving 61 which are confined 
to individual manuscripts.’ 

ma ECMOLZPRA; ts EMOLZPRA; x1 CMOLZRA; 10 CMOZ- 
PRA; 38, 34, T30 MZPRA; ra OZPRA; ap, x4 ZPRA. 

«1 EMA; 1s, an ZPA; 3a PRA; ra LZA; xp LPA. 

14, n4 ZP (cf. nao A); Bi, BO, wk, AZ, xa ZA; Ab, 348 PA; BA, ro, 
mi RA; t1 MA; na ML; vn, my, mx LA. 

rxa, TKA L; Al, 3M, 1M, AT, MB, MA, MM, 0B, ur Z; Bb, rb, AU, Pb, 
«b (?24), 3a, sy, 3b, AM, mo, HII, or, ry, Th, xb P; 44, 3m, *3mo,!? 
MAd R; BB, BP, BA, Al, AM, 14, AOY, AW, AM, MO, MOY, Mb, MM, HO, 
IIp, TA, TO, TP, TK, 104, KAM, KIB, 1Bl, 141, MAR, MBY, MAO, TBI, TBOY, 
XBR, Ipig A. 


2 


The example in Marianus with the ligature 2x1 is of broader significance. 
Jagié printed sean6xxai (Mk 1.6), with the footnote remark that the i 
“has the form of a ligature of the two glagolitic letters » and 1”. He is 
entirely correct; the word reads clearly and unmistakably seab6xx 4x1. 
This is by no means a unique ligature; it is found in the conservative 
Euch (as a numeral, 103a9) as well as in Ass. Since Jagié otherwise 
printed even things he considered scribal errors, it is hard to see why 
he chose here to ignore the 2. 


Vajs (Rukovét hlaholské paleografie, 127) which directly follows a list of ten ligatures 
specifically labelled as “most frequent” and followed by “etc.”. It is hard to believe 
that GoSev had access neither to the beautiful facsimile edition of Ass. (publ. 1929) 
nor to Sever’janov’s edition of the Sinai Psalter (publ. 1922) with its careful notices 
of all ligatures. Further, it is impossible to agree with GoSev’s enthusiastic statement 
that the multitude and multiplicity of ligatures in RF are unambiguous proofs of 
antiquity, because, he alleges, glagolitic is derived from Byzantine minuscule, one of 
whose most characteric marks is frequent ligatures (p. 44). But Jagi¢é, an advocate 
of the minuscule as the chief source of glagolitic, specifically remarks on the 1arity of 
ligatures in the OCS texts. On the contrary, since the manuscripts with relatively few 
ligatures appear to be linguistically more conservative, it seems most likely that at the 
beginning ligatures were used sparingly or not at all. 

10 E = Euchologium Sinaiticum, C = Clozianus, M = Marianus, O = Ohrid 
Gospel Fragment, L = Leningrad Oktoikh (see note 7, above), Z = Zographensis 
(only the older part), P = Psalterium Sinaiticum, R = Rila Folia, A = Assemanianus. 
11 Fol. 60a14; might be non-ligature 2x». 

12 Not actually attested, but GoSev’s remark that the space remaining in B(:)MOxemM»b 
IV'6 is not enough for a full 3 seems plausible, and the 3m ligature does occur in Z. 
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This instrumental plural form of the possessive adjective derived by 
means of the suffix *-j- from the substantive vélbgde “camel” attests 
the group Zdz < *dj. 

Leskien long ago posited a “soft” 2’d’Z’ as an intermediate stage be- 
tween the theoretical *dj and the normal OCS written 2d.1* The same 
general idea, rephrased within a more plausible historical framework of 
phonemic development, was taken up by Trubetzkoy in the mid-’30’s."* 
He suggested that the *dj and its voiceless parallel *¢j first became, by 
mutual assimilation, long palatal stops that then dissimilated to palatal 
spirant plus palatal stop, that is, groups made up of two palatal pho- 
nemes different from all other phonemes in the system at the time — we 
might represent them sk/Zg.!° This is not the place to debate Trubetzkoy’s 
theory that it was this stage that existed in the language of Constantine- 
Cyril and was reflected in the alphabet he invented. These groups soon 
fell together with the *s¢/23 < *skj/zgj. The lone form vebbpz%i — to 
reinterpret the spelling — now attests this group at least for the voiced 
phonemes. It is an easy step for the spirant + affricate group to simplify 
to the spirant + stop 5t/Zd which are normal in OCS. 

Does this example of ZdZ < *dj help localize the “dialect” of the 
Marianus? In view of the absence of any comparative material, I think 
not. The one fairly certain phonetic feature of the scribe’s speech is u 
for the older nasal g.1* The isoglosses separating such an u from other 
reflexes of *9 to the south and east do not, as far as I am aware, include 
any dialects with s¢/Z5 for *tj/dj. Furthermore, as Trubetzkoy points 
out, the modern Bulgarian and Macedonian dialects with s¢/23 appear 


13° Cf. Altbulgarische Grammatik (1909), p. 39. 
14 N. S. Trubetzkoy, “Die altkirchenslavische Vertretung der urslav. *tj, *dj’’, 
ZfslPh 13 (1936) 88-97, esp. 93f.; a summary of these views, written at about the 
same time, in Altkirchenslavische Grammatik (Wien, 1954), pp. 27f., 81 

15 W. K. Matthews has twice gone out of his way to demonstrate his misunder- 
standing of Trubetzkoy’s simple and simply stated point. Once he does so succinctly 
and unambiguously in a book review (SEER 34, 1956, p. 506), and a second time he 
does so verbosely and confusedly in a sophomoric article (“The Old Bulgarian Groups 
$t/Zd’’, in the publication of the Beogradski Medunarodni slavistiéki sastanak, 485-490). 
Trubetzkoy never speaks of an “‘affricate” here, as Matthews alleges, but explicitly of 
“palatal spirant + palatal stop’’. It was Durnovo who equated the Cyrillo-Methodian 
reflex with X/g (or ¢/d), and Trubetzkoy has persuasive phonemic arguments against 
this concept (ZfslPh 13.92f.). But Matthews, having failed to grasp Trubetzkoy’s 
assumptions, will of course be unable to “follow him closely down the subtle corridors 
of his argumentation” — though as a matter of fact he gives little evidence of having 
tried. 

16 Thus Jagié and most other scholars interpret the orthographical confusion of the 
letters u and 9, ju and jo. Buzuk tries, most unconvincingly, to refute this theory 
(IORJaS 23-2 and 29), but see Kul’bakin’s criticism in JF 4.219ff., 5.304 ff. 
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to have developed these groups from a St/Zd stage’’ that is reasonably 
well attested in various written sources. 

Since these two dialect features do not fit easily into any known 
pattern, it seems idle to dream up theories of migration or lost islands 
of archaic dialects to account for the combination. The St/Zd-spellings 
which must have belonged to the norm both in eastern Bulgarian and in 
western Macedonian centers have obliterated all possible traces of variant 
dialects but for this one Zdz. It seems most probable that the aberrant 
spelling reveals a trait of the speech of a scribe previous to the man who 
copied the Marianus. Beyond this guess, we can know nothing about 
his time or his place. 


To sum up, a reexamination of the Codex Marianus has made possible 
an analysis of the scribe’s use of ligatures, and has pointed out two 
corrections to Jagi¢’s edition, aABacKb1 (Mt 11.19; not -b) and Beas- 
6xx«x 4x1 (Mk 1.6; not -x,1). The latter word enables us to remove the 
asterisk which formerly qualified the middle unit in the formula for the 
historical development from *dj > Zdz > 2d. 


II. ON THE RILA FOLIA 


The canon of OCS includes the so-called ““Makedonskij glagoliteskij 
listok”, a somewhat damaged folium (plus a small strip of a second) 
which Grigorovié discovered in the Rila monastery in western Bulgaria 
in 1845 and took back to Russia. I. I. Sreznevskij identified it as part of 
two sermons by Ephraim the Syrian, and published it with excerpts from 
later copies in Russian libraries. The best edition was prepared by 
G. A. Iinskij in 1909.1 

Sometime in the early 1930’s the late Iordan Ivanov, noticing a remark 
published in 1902 by Sprostranov, re-discovered in the binding of a 
manuscript in the Rila monastery library two more folia apparently 
from the same OCS glagolitic codex. Ivan GoSev has recently presented 
the entire material in a sumptious folio volume.* 


17 He cites the article by Cv. Todorov, “Sxétetanija s¢, ZdzZi St, Zd v bblgarskija ezik”’, 
in the Sbornik Miletié (Sofia 1933), pp. 47-55; one may add Gojko RuZiti¢’s remarks 
in Prilozi KJIF 17 (1937) 161ff. A strong argument is that not only the st in words 
with older cet has become $¢ (e.g. nes€o), but also the st in quite new words like piséol, 
poséa. 

1 Pamijatniki staroslavjanskogo jazyka, 1-6; with photographs, Greek parallel text, 
linguistic study, and dictionary. 

2 Rilski glagoliceski listove, Izdanie na Belgaiskata akad. na naukite, Sofia 1956 
[actually appeared mid-1957]. 149 pp. + 17 pp. of plates. 
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Beside the known fragment (which GoSev numbers I, with superscript 
numerals to indicate the columns) and folium (II), there are two new 
folia, both quite damaged (V, VII), two small strips (III, VI), and the 
offset prints left on the board of the binding by a page (IV) and another 
little strip (VIII). Mutilated as they are, these new sources more than 
double the amount of text and thus add to our knowledge about OCS 
language and literature. (The Leningrad folium and strip contain about 
155 lines of text; IV furnishes about 30 legible lines, V about 80, VI 5, 
VII 70, VIII about 5). The binding yielded three further bits of parch- 
ment, but no meaningful text can be made out on them.* 

GoSev is heartily to be congratulated on his identification of most 
of the text. The Leningrad strip (I), which I’inskij did not treat in his 
study, proves to be from the works of Ephraim the Syrian, as do also 
IV, V, VI, and doubtless III. GoSev’s reconstruction of the latter frag- 
ment from less than 20 letters is brilliant. Altogether, there is now 
evidence that at least six of Ephraim’s homilies were included in the 
glagolitic codex. We will return to the problem of the make-up of this 
codex later. The editor has provided part III and most of IV with Greek 
parallels taken from the standard edition,‘ and Il’inskij’s text for II has 
been reprinted. Generous parallel passages from two 14th century South 
Slavic manuscripts are also furnished with photographs of many of 
the pertinent pages from the older one, the so-called Lesnovo Parainesis 
of 1353. 

The most interesting part of the new texts are folia VII and VIII, 
which GoSev has not been able to identify. VI contains a section of a 
penitential prayer. On the basis of the phrase [azo] xote pravo sluZiti 
tebé, GoSev considers it part of a monk’s or priest’s confessional, inter- 
preting “wanting to serve according to the true faith”. VIL is so mutilated 
that only one partial sentence seems to emerge. It may be restored thus: 


* Fr. GoSev’s edition starts with an identification of the manuscript in whose binding 
the older vellum had been used, a Panegyrikon written in 1473 and bound in 1634. 
GoSev then describes in detail each of the eight fragments (pp. 14-18) and presents 
the text in cyrillic transliteration (19-36). A description of the paleographic character- 
istics (37-53) is followed by remarks on the Greek and Slavonic affinities of the texts 
(54-90), a summary of linguistic traits (91-98), a consideration of the date of trans- 
lation and copying (99-102), and a complete glossary (103-116). There are résumés 
in Russian (132-140) and French (141-149). Beside photographic plates of the various 
pages, there are numerous sketches and illustrations. 

* J.S. Assemani (ed.), Sancti Patris Nostri Ephraem Syri Opera Omnia, 6 vols. (Rome, 
1732ff.). GoSev notes that he received Vol. III from Berlin; one wonders why he did 
not consult also the first two volumes. Since the Assemani edition is rare, we will 
reproduce the Greek equivalents for RF I, V and VI at the end of this paper. 
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[i vs djuxa tvoego présvetaago i Zivotvorestaago isxodegSsta ot tebe otece i ote 
synu se dajosta tvo[im» blagovole|mem» — the brackets denote GoSev’s 
conjectures. He reads this as a specific denial of the Roman filiogue, and 
believes it to be part of the confession recorded in VII. Such a prayer 
would be needed in Moravia, he argues, and later, after the expulsion of 
papal representatives in 870, in Bulgaria. The hypothesis is attractive, but 
by no means compelling. The rest of the confession is quite general, and 
surely even a layman could ask grace that he might “pravo sluziti”. While 
the other fragment may be part of the same service or even prayer, it might 
also belong to something quite different. The evidence seems very thin indeed 
for assuming, as GoSev does (p. 101), that a cleric is confessing, among 
other sins, a lapse from orthodox teaching. The possibility should not 
be discarded that these passages, in spite of their direct invocation of 
God, may be parts of an exhortatory discourse or a saint’s life. One 
wonders whether more of the text might not emerge in photographs 
made with ultra-violet rays. 

For all the elegance of the volume, this edition is something of a dis- 
appointment; it cannot be considered definitive. To start with, the 
pictures are fuzzy in a way which indicates poor photography. One 
wonders why II’inskij’s plates were copied, instead of new prints from 
Leningrad. It obviously is no easy task to reproduce some of the pages, 
but there seems no reason for photos that cut off edges of folia, or for 
the uneven focus on some of the plates. 

In the OCS text, one can check I and II against Il’inskij’s pictures 
and readings. The first fragment did not interest I’inskij, and his printed 
version of it gives far less than can be seen in his accompanying plates. 
GoSev had the advantage of having discovered parallel texts, but he 
apparently countered it by reading from his own poor reproductions, 
with the result that his version is not impeccable. In the first line, the 
last letter is clearly » (not an obscure 6); I?3 has a capital i; I*1 has the 
tops of all letters cut off, so that GoSev could not possibly have seen 
a titlo; what he prints as an omega does not belong to the glagolitic text 
but is a part of a later notation between the columns, quite different 
in shape from a glagolitic omega; I*6 has a capital ize. Furthermore, 
with the aid of the parallels, one is justified in reading the bottoms of the 
letters appearing in the line at the top of I?, which GoSev omits, as 
bratro, fitting with the clear ms of the next line (GoSev’s I?1) to provide 
the lexicon with another example of the word bratrs. 

The question of editorial responsibility arises. It seems to me that 
when full photographic documentation is provided, the editor’s duty is to 
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give a printed text representing his own reading, which naturally is the 
result of careful deliberation. There is less need of lengthy carping about 
precisely how legible a given letter or sign may be. Il’inskij presented 
his reading without any qualifications at all. Sometimes one can dis- 
agree because the picture contradicts him,* but there are also cases where 
he has printed letters that cannot be read on the picture. Here I would 
take issue with GoSev; he accepts, on the whole, only what he can see for 
himself. Were we to follow his example, we should have to throw out 
half of his new and important edition. Il’inskij has demonstrated his 
overall competence; a photograph cannot replace the original manu- 
script, which can be examined from various angles under varying lighting 
conditions; the reader surely can accept on faith that Il’inskij’s judge- 
ment has been carefully exercised. 

Let me illustrate the different editioral views by line IJ'19, where the 
Greek and Slavonic parallels guarantee the original words to be grésena 
i bojg se seda. The vellum was creased right at this point, and two holes 
cut in it. My own reading, from Il’inskij’s photogiaph alone, would be: 
(‘)a i bojg s( )gda. He, armed with the Greek and the original folium, 
printed: .. . ré§’na" i bojg se seda. Now the “e”’ and following “‘s” have 
been cut out, leaving but a vestige of the left-hand loop of the “e”’ and a 
meaningless portion of the “s”. Extreme care would demand a note to 
this effect; mild caution asks at least some sort of parentheses enclosing 
the two letters. GoSev here chooses the latter, and I agree. But GoSev 


665.99 


also puts in parentheses the “‘jo”, which seems to me unmistakable even 
in his fuzzy plate, and he writes (grés’na). Surely the “‘g” is nonexistent, 
having been cut out with a diamond-shaped piece of parchment which 
included also most of the “b” in the next line — printed by GoSev as a 
fully legible letter. 

Thus GoSev is taking a very personal stand toward II’inskij’s reading, 
while working only from the latter’s photographs — or at least he makes 
no mention of having received new pictures or making a visit to Lenin- 
grad. He labels as doubtful items Il’inskij considered clear, but adds as 
a questionable reading something Il’inskij expressly was unable to see. 
There are other disagreements between the two editions, but this line 
will suffice to show the difference in general attitude behind them. As 
a result of checking through the material which can be compared, I find 
that I am decidedly inclined to accept the judgement of Il’inskij, in spite 
of some demonstrable errors, over that of GoSev. The comparison is 
important, because GoSev’s printed text contains far more than can be 


5 GoéSev points out Xb (not gs), II'35; bzie (not bie), 1126. 
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discerned in the accompanying photographs. However there is no alter- 
native at present to assuming that when he was working with the original 
texts, and not Il’inskij’s photographs, GoSev worked well. 

The presentation of the explanatory apparatus is awkward. The 
Slavonic parallels sought out by GoSev, and some Greek passages furnish- 
ing variants to Il’inskij’s text, are separated from the OCS they are in- 
tended to clarify. In spite of the help the editor has given by breal ing 
up all passages into lines corresponding to those in RF, the reader who 
wishes to make anything out of the really mutilated passages is forced 
constantly to turn back and forth to find the comparisons. 

The footnotes to the text give too much and too little. It seems un- 
necessary to point out the mistaken readings of Sreznevskij or Jagi¢, and 
even more so of Ohienko, who obviously copied Il inskij’s edition. A 
great deal of the material later in the book could have been presented in 
footnotes similar to the useful comments Nahtigal provided as running 
commentary to his transliteration of the Euchologium Sinaiticum. As to 
the disagreements between II’inskij and the new editor, most of them 
consist in the fact that GoSev sees less than I!’inskij printed, and in the 
number, shape, and location of diacritical signs. GoSev makes a great 
deal of these signs, and his version differs frequently from Il inskij’s. 
Since I am personally very skeptical about the value of the diacritics, 
I will not bother here to discuss the places where the editions differ from 
each other and/or from what I see on the photographs. 

The text is not without misprints: cat3amu II*5 (not 5); lower case &, 
11735; mosbcrs’ca (with ) II*36; the inevitable n for u in II*23, 36, 
VII°6; crpanbu VII'35 (not M); spckpécu VII'33 (not 51); kon’ ya VII*4 
(not te). 

The discussion of the paleography is detailed and careful. One wel- 
comes the distinction between small and capital letters, but perhaps the 
essay would have been more lucid had the two varieties been treated in 
a single alphabetical order. It is a pity that the specimen alphabets were 
not drawn with a broad-nibbed pen, for the loss of contrast in widening 
and thinning lines makes the shapes, though structurally correct, pro- 
duce an amazingly different effect. A full table of ligatures is provided, 
but as has already been demonstrated (fn. 9, page 11, above), Fr. 
GoSev’s opinion of their significance is based on a fundamental mis- 
understanding of the use of ligatures in other glagolitic manuscripts. 
His inclusion of a picture of a cyrillic graffito from Preslav seems to me 
to refute decisively his own contention that the letter ® has an identical 
form in the two monuments. 
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It is unfair to criticize an author for failing to reach some objective 
which he did not have in mind. The difficulty which faces the reader of 
GoSev’s chapter on the literary affinities of RF is to divine just what his 
aims were. He skirts a number of problems without ever coming to 
grips with them. This is not a study which surveys previous scholarly 
contributions, marshals all old and new evidence, and presents conclus- 
ions, but varied raw materials with annotations and bibliographical 
references. What comparisons are given are scattered in an unnecessarily 
confusing manner, some as footnotes to the text itself, and others in 
other parts of the book. To be sure, the notes, plus remarks sprinkled 
here and there, plus the chapter on “Source Materials and Literature’’ 
(117-121), do furnish the interested reader who has access to a large 
Slavistic library with a useful guide. But the size and lavishness of this 
edition — the whole base text, printed as normal prose, would occupy 
no more than five pages — lead one to expect more than references and 
oblique allusions. 

It was Sreznevskij, apparently under the stimulus of the original dis- 
covery of the glagolitic folium, who undertook to seek out and examine 
other copies of works by Ephraim. His summary report is the ninth of 
his Svedenija i zameéanija (1867). He was the first to note a reference to 
“St. Ephraim” in a list of Slavonic books (presumably of Russian re- 
cension) in a Russian monastic library on Mt. Athos in 1143, and to 
suggest that this was very likely a copy of the collection of exhortations 
and homilies represented by the ““makedonskij listok”. All subsequent 
studies have confirmed the fact that the text of all known Slavonic 
codices, despite minor variations in the contents and specific lexicon 
and phraseology, goes back to one translation, which could be no later 
than the eleventh century. The existence of the RF pushes this date back 
into the tenth century. 

Sreznevskij’s description of the content of several of the copies known 
to him seems to have been GoSev’s only source of information on Russian 
scholarship dealing with Ephraim in Slavonic literature. It is a pity he 
did not follow up Il’inskij’s references to an extensive essay by A. S. 
Arxangel’skij and a stern review of it by P. V. Vladimirov, whose survey 
of previous results obtained and suggestions for further work seems to be 
still valid.*® 

The Slavonic book is normally entitled Parenesiso, with a heading that 
® Arxangel’skij, fascicle III of his Tvorenija otcov cerkvi v drevne-russkoj pis’mennosti 


(Kazan’, 1890) (118 pp.); Vladimirov’s review is in the November, 1891, issue of the 
Kiev Univ. izvestijia (XXXI-11, pp. 83-100). 





22 HORACE G. LUNT 


glosses the Greek word by adding several Slavonic terms, some fairly 
literal (nakazanie, pritbta), others more descriptive (molenie, utéSenie, 
posluSanie, umilenie). It contains something more than a hundred s/ova, 
most of them very short (2-3 manuscript pages) though a few run to as 
much as twenty pages. None of the investigators has discovered a Greek 
codex with precisely this selection from the voluminous works of Ephraim, 
so that it might just possibly be a Slavonic compilation. The name is 
derived from a collection of fifty Adéyo. mapatvettxol mpd todc xart’ 
Atyurtov povayotc, most of which are included in the Slavonic book, 
as Vladimirov shows, in their original order, but interspersed with other 
homilies and exhortations by Ephraim. Fundamentally, then, it is a 
guide for the monastic life, with a strong ascetic emphasis, but several 
of the added discourses of an eschatological character proved to be 
popular in Rus’ and were taken into more general collections like the 
Zlataja cép’ and the Izmaragdy. Arxangel’skij believed that the original 
Slavonic Parainesis had no more than 105 homilies, since a number of 
the manuscripts end at about this point. Vladimirov objected, holding 
that the shorter versions might go back to faulty manuscripts. In fact, 
when one considers also the South Slavic copies, the confusion in the 
order of the homilies (leaving aside the actual numerical labels, which 
the scribes often mixed up) starts at about the 95th sermon. It would be 
interesting to adduce all the evidence, for two of the sermons represented 
by our glagolitic fragments appear precisely among those whose place 
is not fixed, and one wonders just how close to the end of the Parainesis 
they might have been. 

GoSev’s numbering of the folia and fragments is justifiably based on 
the order of their appearance in two Sofia codices, one of Macedonian 
recension dated 1353 (the Lesnovo Parainesis), and one of Serbian re- 
cension from the late 14th-early 15th century.” But more details are 
called for. It is surely worth saying that fragment I is from the sermon 
which in all known manuscripts of the Slavonic Parainesis preceeds the 
two sermons preserved in II, and III is doubtless the heading for the 
next.® Extrapolating from the amount of text in the Sofia copies, we 


7 Mss. 297 and 298, respectively; described by B. Conev, Opis na rokopisite na 
Sofijskata narodna biblioteka, 1 (1910), pp. 205-218, 218-227. 

8 It may also be of interest that none of the known copies seems to have the same 
numbering of the sermons we can assume for RF. The first four run from 78-81 in 
the two South Slavic codices adduced by GoSev and in the Zagreb 14th-century 
Serbian ms. (most recently described by V. MoSin, Cirilski rupokisi Jugoslavenske 
akademije, I, 1955, pp. 100-104, ms. III b 12); in the 13th-century Russian copy 
forming the basis of Arxangel’skij’s study (No. 7 of the Troicko-Sergeevskij Monastery 
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can estimate that there were probably about three folia separating RF 
I from II, while III seems to be the very next page. Then there is a break 
of some fifty folia before IV, and about nine more to reach V, which VI 
apparently followed directly. GoSev passes in silence the interesting 
fact that he has identified only half of VI. It has three lines each of 
two columns. The passage in the first is fifteen lines from the end of a 
sermon, so the second column obviously belongs to the next selection. 
A search of the beginnings of possible homilies is obviously called for. 

Arxangel’skij and Vladimirov together have given a useful list of 
manuscripts in which individual parts of the Parainesis and other ser- 
mons and discourses by Ephraim occur, and a start has been made 
toward studying the influence of his writings and thought among the 
East Slavs. The bibliographical spade-work still needs to be done for 
the South Slavic manuscripts; for example the famous Mihanovié pane- 
gyricon contains a sermon (labelled “slovo 3’’) on the Transfiguration.” 
The Russian scholars did not mention the homilies which appear in 
specifically liturgical manuscripts; since the typica prescribe readings 
from Ephraim during Lent, some selections are found in triodia.' 
Only after we know the full extent and content of the translations will 


library, hereafter referred to as Tr. 7) and several similar texts the numbers are 82-85; 
in the Russian Academy copy of 1377 whose contents are listed by Sreznevskij, 83-86. 
Since the third sermon of RF is labelled 79, we assume that the others are 77, 78, and 80. 
® My calculation here is based on the folia of Sofia 298. The numbering is quite 
confused, for neither of the Sofia manusciipts has labels that correspond to the actual 
orde:. Thus the sermon which is in 97th position in both is not numbered at all in 
one and is marked 107 in the other. Further, some Russian copies have the order 
reversed. 


Sof. 297 Sof. 298 Zag. 2.7 Akad. 1377 
RFIV = 97 (-) 97 (107) — 104 104 
RF V-VI = 100 (109) 99 (109) 98 101 102 


(For abbreviations, see the previous footnote). The beginning of the second of these 
sermons is numbered 109 also in the stray folium of a 14th-century Serbian Parainesis 
pasted into another Zagreb ms. (cf. MoSin, p. 109). The Zagreb Parainesis breaks off 
in the middle of this sermon, so that it is impossible to tell whether it might have had 
the equivalent of RF IV later. 

10 Cf. MoSin’s description (ms. III c 19), p. 98; the folio number, 149, has been 
changed to 231 in the photographic reproduction of the manuscript published in 1957 
by the Institut fiir Slavistik of the University in Graz. The same sermon is known in 
later Russian panegyrica, cf. Arxangel’skij, K izuceniju drevne-russkoj literatury (Spb., 
1888), p. 48, fn. 1. 

11 The typicon of the Studion monastery, introduced in Kiev by Feodosij in the mid- 
eleventh century, is quoted from a 12th-c. R. ms. by Vladimirov (p. 84, fn. 1). GoSev 
cites similar prescriptions from the Greek typicon of the Euergetis monastery (p. 55), 
but it should be pointed out that this is a Metaphrastean compilation, originating 
probably at the end of the 10th c.; cf. Albert Ehrhard, Uberlieferung und Bestand der 
hagiographischen und homiletischen Literatur der griechischen Kirche (= Texte und 
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it be possible to speak with any authority about the influence of a 
Slavonic Ephraim on Slavonic literature. 

As things stand, GoSev’s comparisons of Ephraim’s homilies with 
other early Slavonic texts are unconvincing. He cites the ““Testament” 
of St. Ivan of Rila (died 946) to show that the founder of Bulgarian 
monasticism admired Ephraim’s teaching (p. 86) — but while this is 
explicitly stated by Ivan, there is nothing in the form of his statement 
that shows knowledge of a Slavonic translation of Ephraim. “Parallels” 
with the Proglass are equally general (pp. 86, 88). The notion of God’s 
word as a sword is a commonplace, the precise wording in the two texts 
is not similar enough to be significant, and the use of the symbol is quite 
different. The same objections can be made to GoSev’s juxtaposition of 
a phrase from RF V! (for which, incidentally, his Slavonic parallels, p. 85, 
are too short to illustrate the sequence of ideas) with one from the Sinai 
Euchologium. The common figure is “throwing off the burden of sins”, 
but RF uses razvrozete and Euch. otetresti (GoSev misprints the word), 
neither of which are particularly common verbs.4* Here at least the 
Euch. text (71a7-9) might possibly be original Slavonic, but another of 
GoSev’s vague parallels compares Ephraim’s words with a known Greek 
prayer (74b). Perhaps he is suggesting that a missionary who was fond 
of the ideas of Ephraim would translate not only the sermons but also 
prayers which emphasize the same precepts. But the way GoSev has 
presented his scraps of Slavonic sentences, without mentioning the fact 
that some of them are translations or pointing to previous scholarly dis- 
cussion of the passages, sometimes seems even deliberately misleading. 

The unidentified text of VII and VIII patently calls for special attention, 


Untersuchungen zur Gesch. d. altchristlichen Lit., vol. 51), I, 2 (1938), p. 315. A specific 
Lenten homiliary of works by Ephraim is described by Ehrhard from a 14th-c. ms. 
(pp. 289-291). Sermons by the Syrian saint frequently are found for the second 
Sunday before Lent (cf. Ehrhard, I 1-2, passim), including the two attested in Slavonic 
in RF IV and V-VI, but not the one in RF II® which bears the rubric (line 15) “On 
Sexagesima Sunday”. 

12 Cf. MoSin, p. 109 (ms. éir frag. 3); Conev, Opis, I, p. 144, ms. 224. 

13 It must be said that here GoSev could have made out a much better case had he 
cited other passages from Ephraim’s sermons, for the figure of the burden of sins 
which must be thrown off before death in order to escape hell-fire is recurrent in 
Ephraim’s eschatological discourses. It is developed especially in the slovo “On the 
Second Coming of Christ” which has 102nd place in Arxangel’skij’s Russian ms. 
(Tr. 7 = 101st in Sof. 297, fol. 210°ff.; not in Sof. 298); in the excerpt he prints on 
page 64, Christ (“requnt 6esrpiuert”’) says, “IIpuabre xo mex scu o6pemenbun 
uM oTpactre u orsepp3sbre or pach 6pema rpbxospHor”. But it is a long step 
from establishing Ephraim’s love for certain elaborations of specific themes to showing 
a relationship between the two Slavonic texts. 
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and it is natural to look at the penitential services in the Sinai Eucholo- 
gium and the Freising exhortation and prayers. But the very term 
“penitential prayer” brings to mind certain phrases, so that such juxta- 
positions as kajo se vesee zoloby joze sotvorixe (RF VII*25, normalized) 
and moljg te gospodi boze moi ... da... moixe gréxs pokajg se (Euch. 
72a20) with kajo se moix gréxov (Freising III 46) hardly show significant 
relationships, particularly when it turns out that the contexts are all very 
different. The pertinent section of Euch. here was translated from Old 
High German and has been treated at length by Vondrak and others; 
the references are faithfully given in Nahtigal’s footnotes. All of GoSev’s 
comparisons treat commonplaces, and unless he can demonstrate more 
literal coincidences and tie them in with consistent patterns of some sort, 
his remarks have no more value than an entry in a phraseological 
dictionary. Surely Euch.’s plea (translated from OHG), bedi mi pomoSte- 
nike ...bodi me sepasy (72b5f.; GoSev fails to state that there are six 
lines of text represented by the three dots!), is stylistically too individual 
to be comparable to the banal pomo3i mi gospodi boze i sepasi me of RF 
(VII*30). The only one of the parallels offered by GoSev which strikes 
me as of any interest is the echo of I Tim. 2.4 (and other passages like 
Ezek. 18.23, 32; 33.11; II Peter 3.9) similar to the first sentence in the 
Life of Cyril (which GoSev mentions), in Emperor Michael’s letter to 
Rostislav (ZK XIV), and in the second chapter of the Life of Methodius 
(which GoSev omits; cf. Nahtigal’s note to Euch. 96b3, with further 
references) — but only as a further demonstration that this was a favorite 
idea among early Slavic Christians. 

The treatment of the language of RF in this edition is disappointing. 
Surely we could expect an exhaustive discussion of such a small body 
of material. GoSev gives some long lists, but none seems to be entirely 
complete, and misprints plague these pages. 

14 After a statement that the letter “‘e” is used only after consonants accompanied by 
what is apparently meant to be a full list of cases, and another for “je” in initial or 
post-vocalic position, we come upon a spelling s’cea, without reference, in a list of 
words with omitted jers (p. 93). In the dictionary, we find sbce1a, obviously impossible 
in a glagolitic text, and following the reference to VII‘25-6, we discover spcem. 
If the » is there, why is the form included on page 93? The reader can be prepared 
to find misprints in so complicated a book as this, but not such a series of contra- 
dictions. - GoSev has been somewhat more consistent in error with the word for 
“tear’’; he cites s/oz- IV130 in a list of examples of “‘b replacing »”’, and in the dictionary 
he normalizes s/oza. There he gives no citation of the form in II'5, spelled s/szami by 
the scribe and Il’inskij, but printed with » on page 21. - One of GoSev’s examples of 
an omitted jer is noran’cxbur II*37 (p. 93, again at bottom of 94), but in the text and 


dictionary it is correctly given with the “sb”. The form sHarxr’ is cited as “V*27”, 
but there seems to be no such word in the whole text. 
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RF is not distinguished by great regularity in the use of the jers. In 
weak non-final position, I counted ““s” correct 40 times, “sb” written for 
50 times, and 32 places where an expected 6 was omitted. » was retained 
correctly 41 times and omitted 58; only 4 times is it represented by the 
letter “tb” (siez- thrice, sszedati). The overwhelming majority of instances 
of “sb” for weak 6 can be taken care of by a mechanical rule, “write ‘s’ 
after initial ‘v’”. This rule is violated twice in the preposition ve (II'32 
and 11°35; perhaps also V111, to judge from the parallels), although 
GoSev specifically states that there is just a single example (p. 95). Final 
jers are mostly as expected, except that “sb” appears for » four times 
(GoSev lists 3, but missed tvorgste II'26), and a final 4 is omitted 29 times, 
nearly always in verb-forms immediately followed by se (but est’ VII‘7, 
az’ VII*23, tvoix’ VII435, beside the two examples cited by GoSev). 

Strong » is written 8 times, omitted once (kon’oe V*35), and two 
examples have “e” (pravedsnyx’ V*24, tecens VII*9). Tense strong » ap- 
pears as “b”’ (roZdei V423), “i” (sii I°7), and “‘e” (velei V*16). Three cases 
of strong s are found beside one “‘o” (krotoke VII°29). *-aj» is spelled 
by means of ““t”’ plus any of the three i-letters (10 examples). 

Since in the folium Il’inskij edited there were no cases of a full vowel 
replacing an etymological jer (he rightly rejected the locative slovesexs, 
inasmuch as the e need not be a phonetic development from ), he sug- 
gested that the manuscript might have been written in eastern Bulgaria. 
GoSev wishes to continue to believe this, in spite of the new evidence 
(p. 100; he overlooked one example, velei). But the facts are against 
him; three e versus ten » is already strong evidence for Macedonian 
origin, and the form krotoks removes all doubt. Further confirmation 
is offered by RF’s regular use of 3,!5 which connects it with the more 
outspokenly Macedonian Psalterium Sin. and Assemanianus, while the 
conditionals with bi and big (not the eastern by/bySe) furnish final proof. 
The RF, like all other OCS glagolitic manuscripts, was written by a 
scribe who used Macedonian orthography. 

Few morphological features of RF are of special interest. GoSev 
mentions (p. 95) forms of slovo (G. slova, L. slovesi, Apl. slovesa; one 
may add slovesexs) but omits délo (mostly a normal neuter, NA pl. déla, 
Gpl. dé, Dpl. délome, Lpl. déléxe; but once the accusative phrase slovesa 
i délesa). A genitive ljubeve occurs, a locative dene (the preposition ve 
implied by the parallels being obliterated), nominative plurals c[ésa]re, 
priétele and, somewhat obscured, roditele, and a genitive priéteh. 

Il’inskij was puzzled by the nominative plural krasonvi, and felt it was 
15 Gofev says “only 8 times”, p. 39, but that is 100% of the possible cases. 
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doubtless a scribal mistake. The new pages offer two further examples, 
vozijub(])ensi TV131 (vocative function) and [prokle]ti V*17 (obliterated 
stem supplied from parallels).1* We may compare these spellings to 
blagovolemim» 1°25-6, which Il’inskij, surely correctly, reads as a sub- 
stantive, instrumental singular,!’ and prileZanvi(m’) I*3. Considered with 
byvajostiixe TV+17 and ve opravdamvixe VII*35, these examples seem to 
show that the scribe spells *-ii (*-iji) and *-vi (*-vji) alike; that here as in 
other cases he rather prefers the letter “sb” for ‘tense »’ — cf. deévol- 
I?2, I1*33 but diévols II*23; cés[a}rstvie VII*1 against many words with 
-be-. It may very well be that the nominative plurals in question were 
pronounced simply as a single long vowel, but we cannot know. 

The new folia furnish one more example of the s-aorist, jess VIII'17. 
Past participles from i-verbs seem to be equally divided between older 
and newer forms: pomy3l’Se V*5, roZdsi V423, and doubtless /ju[b/}se 
V33-4 ~ vozijubivesei V*1, nasladiv’si se 11712, seblazniv’s[aago se} I*6. 
The conditional occurs thrice, in subordinate clauses: da bi ne vjidéle 
IV114, [ne] xoStesi da bi i edins c[lové|ke pogybnols VII*1, da se bike vez 
[vra]tili vespet» V42. 

The editor remarks on an “interesting and rare” use of “the genitive 
case with a form of the verb byti”, quoting a part of a sentence which in 
full reads togo s[s]p[ase]mé i razuma tvoejg pomostejg i miij/[o)sti tune 
byti est’; néste bo niki Ze trude na(s*) tecens tvoei miill[olstyni, joze ty 
daesi b[oZje moi troice. The passage is not clear, but surely the initial 
genitives cannot be dependent on either byti or ests. Perhaps they depend 
on the dative milosti, which is the logical subject of the infinitive: “even 
the grace of thy salvation and understanding, by thy aid, is to be without 
cost.” 

GoSev seems excited by the version of the tpccyiov “s[ve]ty bloz]e, 

s[ve]ty krép’ée, s[ve]ty bes’mrot’ne, pomil(u)i na(ss)”, with the vocative 
forms of the adjectives which he claims are not attested in this invocation 
in any other source (p. 95). It would be interesting to know just where 
else the words are fully written out, since this ubiquitous hymn is for the 
most part indicated simply by the rubric “trpsvetoe” (cf. Euch. Sin. 
96b17f.). From the point of view of OCS the vocatives are entirely in 
place (cf. requHtbu Gaaxe Supr. 21.27). 
16 In this paper I enclose within parentheses letters which are obscure but not entirely 
obliterated in the ms. (usually depending on GoSev’s reading), and use square brackets 
to indicate letters added either to resolve conventional abbreviations or to offer a 
reading, based on parallel texts or conjecture, for obliterated letters. 


17 In the glossary, GoSev calls it a dative plural participle, but he accounts neither 
for the “si” for *-yi- nor the final “‘b”’. 
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Three pages of the edition are devoted to comparisons of the vocab- 
ulary with the Kiev Missal and the Napisanie o pravé véré (96-98). 
GoSev totally ignores all previous lexical studies and presents, apparently 
in all seriousness, such parallels as angels, byti, bedgts, zoloba, paky, 
sopasets, tvoriti. These wasted pages are all the harder to understand in 
view of V. A. Pogorelov’s summary little study of the vocabulary of the 
known folium and the Parainesis in general; Il’inskij considered his con- 
clusions sufficiently valid to quote extensively.'® 

The dictionary is in principle good. GoSev tries to furnish, in addition 
to a Greek gloss, the pertinent context and, for mutilated places, Slavonic 
parallels. One drawback is that he seems not to have decided how far 
to go in making entries for incomplete words. For example, he lists 
bogatestvo although only festvo is legible, because the later manuscripts 
make this reading certain, but he omits the biti I*6 which is surely 
pogubiti. The omission of such items is to be deplored. But unfortunately 
it is not only defective words which are left out. The following are mis- 
sing: vécone 11714, VII'36, probably VIII'16; idolosluzitel 11°24; okaansi 
1°28; prédajati se VIII?36; prénemagati IV'25; svéte 11°29; plus the re- 
constructible pogubiti, mentioned above, zgbe V*20, lénoste V*6, medre 
V432, omraciti V+12, pribliziti se V*30, prébstiti V‘*7, psaltire 11*18, 
soblazniti s¢ 176.1° Several entries are incomplete, e.g. byti (esi VII*28, 32), 
gréxe (VI'3), dajati se (VIII'28), délo (11'36, 11°8, 34), Zizm (VIII'16), 
koniga (VIII'8), mésto (V*31), skrobe (VIIF19), and doubtless ofecs (Voc. 
[ot}oc[e}* VIII'27). My comments are not based on a complete check, 
but only on what I discovered in a careful reading of the text and a com- 
parison with Il’inskij’s glossary to see what new words might have come 
to light. 

Some of the conjectures call for more explanation than is given. For 
example, malezZena is listed; the larger context is togda ra|zlo(-")t’ se 
Ijuté be| (-**** oma) &e ne se|xrani(:)te loza neskvr’\(‘*)na. Variants: 


18 “K voprosu 0 Makedonskom glagoliteskom listke’’, Sbornik statej, posvjaséen- 
nyx ... F. F. Fortunatovu (Warsaw, 1902), 492-499 = RFV 29 (1903) 24-31. GoSev 
lists it among his sources, p. 118, but otherwise does not mention it. Il’inskij, p. 23. 
19 Slightly less certain, but worthy of mention is wtm[étanve] V*36, as in Sof. 298, 
Tr. 7. — GoSev reads in V120 abve pozen- where the parallels have a6ie nomenaT uxb 
and a6ize noxenoyrt ce: is this *poZongtz? — I should add at least a reference to Il’in- 
skij’s reading témze II*26, although I cannot see it in his photograph and it is missing 
from his glossary. — A special problem is posed by such an example as the isolated 
nepriézni V1I?33, which could be from neprijaznd or neprijaznins; but since the be- 
ginning of the word is evident, why not list it, with all due warning to the reader? 
20 That this is also GoSev’s reading is explicitly stated on p. 101 and repeated in the 
resumés. 
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Torga ATs 6xAeTb erga pasAMIMTa CA MaAbKeHaa WKE HE Cbxpa- 
HMIIK AOKa HeckBpbHHaro (Sof. 297); and torga pasaoyueT ce 
AloTh MaAbxKeHla Ke HE CbXPaHHMCTa AO%Ka HeECKBpbHHa (Sof. 298%). 
What does GoSev want to read? There is room for malZenoma, but how 
does it fit grammatically? What is bg? (It is not adduced s.v. byti.) RF 
seems to be an unhappy combination of the two other versions, very 
likely with a syllable or two omitted. This is a case where further manuscript 
evidence is needed. 

Aside from misprints which are easily recognizable, including a few 
annoying slips in folium-line references, there are words slightly out of 
alphabetical order (Zesti,2* znati, ideZe, ljuby), and some incorrect entries. 
Blagovolensims is a substantive, not to be subsumed under blagovoliti. 
All examples of ‘brethren’ in the text are abbreviated, with no sign of an 
“r’’ ; thus the normalized entry should be bratié or at most brat(r)ié. Scholars 
have long agreed that desno, without », is the older spelling. Protiviéjosteje 
se does not belong to the conjugation of the perfective protiviti se. 

In a few cases one might question the base-form supplied by GoSev. 
Surely the participle skroZestgste (the first vowel is misprinted 3) could go 
under the well-attested verb skroZetati. On the other hand, perhaps we 
are ready to abolish the time-honored lexicographers’ infinitive Zivotvoriti 
in favor of the common adjective Zivotvorgi. In spite of the participial 
form, this epithet seems to have no verbal function, and it translates 
various Greek adjectives, chiefly Cworoisc. The examples of Zivotvorivei 
(Supr.) with the same meaning do not make the ghost-verb any more real, 
and nowhere is the infinitive or any finite form attested. 

The total lexicon of RF contains nearly 200 words not listed in II’inskij’s 
glossary and therefore not taken into account by L. Sadnik and R. Aitzet- 
miiller in their Handwérterbuch zu den altkirchenslavischen Texten, a useful 
manual GoSev seems not to have known. Of course the majority are 
common enough and are already well attested, but there are some rare and 
even unknown words. 


#1 The Greek agrees here: téte dtayxwproOjcovrat ereewis dvSpdyuva, xTA. 

#2 It is hard to justify this entry. GoSev reads Ze(go)mi, marking the corresponding 
2keHOMN/xKeHOMBIN Of his two South Slavic texts with a surprised sic! But Arxangel’- 
skij’s Russian version also has xeHomu (p. 59). The original translation surely went: 
togda abve povedots se Zenomi i beemi ots angels ljuts i réemi, i poidets, etc. — tote 
hourdv €Aavuvépuevor xal turtéuevor bd kyplov dyyérwv, xal dBoduevor &motpty- 
ovtat, xtA. One cannot tell from the photographs whether to disagree with GoSev’s 
reading or to place the blame for the “‘g”’ instead of ‘“‘n”’ on the scribe of RF. — Incident- 
ally, I have followed the Greek in adding the words i réemi, omitted by RF and the 
two Sofia codices; Arxangel’skij prints... or Zarab u awrTh pbremu u nougyTe. 
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Bogoprotivens, veorgzati se, slySateh and seblazniti se chance not to 
occur elsewhere in OCS, but Sreznevskij (Materialy dlja slovarja) cites 
them from eleventh-century manuscripts ultimately of OCS origin. 
Sevazdati is not quoted from old texts in the sense “cause to quarrel’’ 
which it has in RF, but is well known. Miklosich (Lexicon) lists manogo- 
glagolame without source; Sreznevskij omits it. 

The adverb miresky “secularly” furnishes another example of this type 
of formation, which happens to be poorly attested in OCS. The word is 
common in Old Russian colophons for giving the secular names of scribes 
and their patrons. 

Dreznovieme (with /) is not recorded by Sreznevskij, but Miklosich 
enters it without citing a source, presumably because he considered it 
quite ordinary. In the vocabularies at hand, I find it only in Daniti¢ 
(Reénik iz knj. starina srpskih; from a charter of 1389), but the doublet 
dreznoveme is frequent.* It looks as though this word might turn out to 
be helpful in lexical studies. 

Veprééati se “become involved, entangled” is used in the Sbornik of 
1073 and a sermon of Cosmas the Priest. 

The adjective junotens does not recur in the Slavonic copies of the 
same passage which GoSev adduces, nor is it in the dictionaries; the 
usual word is junoteske or junostske. 

The unidentified penitential prayer furnishes two interesting new words, 
a verb, priblainjati, and a substantive, vétiteh. In context, vsorgzajo se 
. . na vose proti[vl|éjosteje mi se i pri(-l)ainéjesteje me n(evi)dimyje vragy 
(VII*5 ff.), GoSev’s conjecture is fully justified, and the meaning ‘cause to 
err, lure into error’ is very close to the current seblainjati/seblazniti and 
the related oblazniti se. One assumes that the base-form given in the 
glossary, priblaznéti, is a misprint. Further on, with somewhat less recon- 
structible context, we find vesemu sly(-- )tel i v(é)titel (+--+ )teb ty esi 
(VII*26 ff.). Despite the obscurity of the letter “é”, GoSev surely has 
read correctly, and his definition ‘counsellor’ nicely fits all the evidence. 

Most of RF’s words recur in the Suprasliensis, including some rare 
ones like sé ““lo’, jariti se, skvrenave. Prijatelb, curiously, is attested else- 
where in OCS only in the Euchologium, with which the RF have many 
affinities. The conjunction fol/i “and, and then” is found only in Supr. and 


33 But compare RF V*14 f. to sé ostang m’nogogl{agol|anvé and no se ostaanu mnogo 
glagolati, ““Skaz. Bor. i Glebe”, Uspenskij sbornik, 8d13f. 

% Aside from OCS (Euch., Cloz, Sav., Supr.), it appears in the Cudov Ps. (Pogorelov), 
Kozma prezviter (Popruzenko), works of Kliment of Ohrid (Stojanovi¢), Hamartolos 
Cistrin), the printed Montenegrin Oktoikh of 1494 (Jagi¢). 
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Euch.; Sobolevskij emphasizes its presence in the Life of Cyril and the 
Nomokanon whose translation many attribute to Methodius.* 

The idiom mils se dé(ja)ti ““plead, be a suppliant” is extremely rare in 
OCS (only Euch., cf. also tebe ze mil tvoriv Freis. I 21, cited by GoSev 
p. 88), but it is common in Old Russian texts, original as well as translated. 
Another idiom, glumy déjati, listed in Miklosich’s Lexicon with a 
citation from the Ilovitka krmftija of 1262, may be discerned in what 
GoSev prints (V‘14-15) as (gi---)o(-) déjost(-), in Greek yrcudtovrec, 
surely glumy déjoste. 

GoSev’s glosses are in some cases inaccurate because he had not sought 
out the original Greek. A few examples: priézni — iror (not etvorx),?® 
uvériti — rdnpopopetvy (not motoiv), upasti — rowawweiv (not odtew), rydati — 
Sroastew (not xAratew). The extent to which unexpected equivalents depend 
on variants both in Greek and in Slavonic is a subject that needs further 
study. 

The Rila Folia were copied by a Macedonian-trained scribe, as the 
details of orthography show, probably near the end of the tenth century. 
But the origin of the texts remains problematical. In 1903 Pogorelov 
concluded that the translation of the Parainesis was made in Bulgaria “at 
the time of the flowering of literary activity’’, i.e. under Simeon. On the 
whole, the lexical evidence seems to support his conclusion, but it must be 
admitted that even a half-century after Pogorelov’s confident statement we 
still have not established really exact criteria for making sure divisions 
among the oldest literary styles. RF’s passages from Ephraim contain 
none of the words especially typical of the Moravian period, and they do 
furnish a number of words that recur in monuments from the Bulgarian 
period like Svjatoslav’s Miscellany of 1073 and the Discourses of Cosmas 
the Priest. 

Go§ev reluctantly admits that a whole Slavonic Parainesis probably 
did not exist before Simeon’s time, but he holds that selected discourses, 
especially needed for liturgical purposes, were translated earlier, even in 
the time of Cyril and Methodius (pp. 58-59). It was to bolster this as- 


% =6Sbornik ORJaS 88.142. — The entries concerning, foli, tolé, etc., in Sadnik-Aitzet- 
miiller suffer greatly because they were mechanically compiled from vocabularies 
made by various authors with different working habits. The revised entries should 
be: toli Su Euch RF; dotolé Su; otstola Zo* (= -lé M); otstolé Z M A Sav Ps Cloz 
Su Euch; otstoli Z M A Sav Ps Su. 

% Sof. 297 has instead mpiatreae, but Sof. 298 and Tr. 7 (Arxangel’skij p. 59) have 
mpuiasHu. Sobolevskij, Materialy i issledovanija, p. 96, cites mpua3sHp “amicus” in a 
list of items common to the Besédy papy Grigorija and the CS Legenda of St. Wences- 
laus. 
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sumption of his that he cited the Greek monastic typica prescribing read- 
ings from Ephraim, and listed the words RF shares with the Kiev Missal 
and some other texts generally believed to come from the Moravian- 
Pannonian period. He wishes to include selections from the Parainesis 
among the “otntpskye kbnjigy” mentioned in the Life of Methodius. 
This is not the place to recite the various theories about just what the 
“books of the Fathers’” were. It is enough to point out that scholars have 
sought traces of Methodius’s language in two types of work, the paterika 
(most recently N. van Wijk) and collections of sermons, with or without 
saints’ lives. R. Nahtigal not long ago surveyed the arguments in favor 
of a collection including sermons common to the Clozianus, the Miha- 
novi¢é homiliary, and the Suprasliensis.2? As I remarked above, the 
Mihanovié codex does include a sermon by Ephraim, but not one that 
appears in the Slavonic Parainesis. Nahtigal, without denying the ancient 
lexical and stylistic layers Van Wijk demonstrated in the Slavonic 
translation of the paterikon called ’Avipév dyiwy Bifdoc, argues that it 
is unlikely that Methodius would have translated a work intended spe- 
cifically for the edification of monks; discourses and vitae of more general 
application seem more likely. The same reasoning applies to most of 
the exhortations in the Parainesis —- they are not for the Christian in general, 
but for the monk. I venture to suggest that it is still too early to rely on 
this sort of argument. The particular text of the Slavonic Ephraim 
preserved in the Rila Folia is not ancient, but there are hints in the materials 
published by Arxangel’skij and Vladimirov, and indeed in Conev’s de- 
scription of Sofia ms. 298, that certain of the s/ova do have a more archaic 
stratum. A collation of the manuscripts will doubtless furnish more 
decisive information about the early history of the translation and may 
well answer the question as to whether the whole volume was translated 
at one time. 

The unidentified parts of RF pose a separate problem. GoSev’s argu- 
ment that these fragments belonged to the same glagolitic codex as the 
sermons of Ephraim is acceptable, although not ultimately conclusive. 
One scribe might very well write several volumes with the same format 
but very different content. It is, however, entirely plausible that there 
was indeed a manuscript containing, like the Suprasliensis and the Clo- 
zianus, texts of different origins. GoSev never mentions the possibility 
that this prayer (or these prayers) could be anything but part(s) of a 
service, but, as I suggested before, such passages are by no means un- 


27 “Otntssky kbhigy (Zitijie Metodovo pogl. XV)”, Razprave Slov. Akad. ZU, 
Razred II, Vol. I (1950), pp. 3-24. 
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common in homilies and saints’ lives. In any case, the unknown passages 
furnish, relatively, more unusual words and more affinities with works 
connected with Moravia and Pannonia than do the sermons of Ephraim. 


On the following pages the Greek passages corresponding to RF I, V, 
VI and IV*-° are reprinted from Assemani’s edition (cf. fn. 4, above). All 
but the last are reasonably close to the text from which the Slavonic 
translation must have been made. But the sermon preserved in RF IV 
presents something of a problem. According to the reference given by 
Arxangel’skij, the original is in Vol. II of Assemani, and there indeed is a 
discourse which is very similar, but not identical. It is from this version 
that I give the six lines for which GoSev found no Greek. He adduced 
from another sermon a passage that surely represents the original of the 
Slavonic translation. A a typical sample of the variations, compare the 
normalized OCS of RF V*!* and the two Greek parallels: Aste keto 
imate umilenve i shzy, vs molitvaxs da pomolite se gospodevi da izbézite 
ote tog skrobi velikye¢ xotestee priti na zemijo. 


Assemani II:224D Assemani III: 134-5* 

Ef tig Eyer Sdaxpva Et tec Eyer xata&wEw xal 
xal xatdvvew, SexPqtw tod Sdxpva, év mpocevyaic SenPytw 
xuptov, tva pucbdyuev éx tov xdptov, tva éxpiyn ex OAl- 
OAlpews tig wedAovanc . pews THs weydAng Tig wedAobons 
EoyeoOat Ext tis yijs. érépyeoOan ext tis yijs. 


A proper study of the Slavonic Parainesis in general and RF in particular 
must be based on more modern critical editions of the Greek texts than 
seem to be available at present. Perhaps it is necessary to reckon with 
the possibility of more than one translation of at least some favorite 
passages from Ephraim’s original Syriac; perhaps also Greek editors, 
like the later Russian compilers of the Izmaragdy, took parts of different 
homilies to patch together a new work. Let us hope that these texts will 
receive a study as excellent as that done by André Vaillant in his edition 
of the Second Catechism of Cyril of Jerusalem, which includes the OCS 
Hilandar Folium (cf. Byzantinoslavica IV). 


* = Goiev, p. 29. His footnote refers also to page 127; I can find nothing pertinent 
there. These words are the beginning of this sermon, headed el¢ thy mapovclav tod 
xuptov (Gosev prints Xprotod). Ehrhard (cf. note 11 above) points out that several of 
Ephraim’s sermons appear under this label (I, 2, p. 249, fn.), the most common being 
Tl&¢ eyo. 
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For purposes of reference, vertical strokes divide the text approximately 
according to the equivalent lines in RF, except where the OCS is too 
mutilated to serve as a guide. Greek words which are omitted in the 
Slavonic texts are enclosed in parentheses. 


A. Assemani, I: 161-165. Adyog &repo¢ xatavuxtixds. Kataviynit duyh pov, 
xataviynOr ert maar tots &yaBoic ole elAnpac mapa tod Geod. 


RF I ~ 162F. Mygelc odv dmedmtéra éavrod dav xal], fuapre: totic yap &x|, 
Cytotow abtov ls ptobarrodétns vive| rat: stoic dé dBetotcw adtév, (xal wh peta- 
vootaw, anétouog imdpyer.® |, Ad molag obv S805 Suvatal [tic adrov éxCnretv xal 


edploxerv; 


RF F ~ 163B. Et tic tov adeApdv adtod dyand, &yanirar bmd tod Geod. ‘O 88 
tov dderpdv abtod urodv, urcettar bd tod Oeod. El tic ddedpdv ddA], pH” evdra- 
BdrA«1, ovv|, 7G Stabdrwm xataxplverat - \s 6 8& méoxwv brie ddeAqod, tov Xprotdv 
(6 tovotro¢) xAnpovouet. Et tig BSeAvocetat tov ext éuapria|, opaktvra,® éxutov 
xataxplver > xTA. 


RF FP ~ 163D. Et tic], d860¢* dpyiterar |2 2 Ovpodrat, & torotrog |, Stxaroabvns 
(8e00) éotw éxtdc, le xal wet’ adtod 6 Xpratdc odx |s adalterar - 6 88 thy mogétyta® 
le xextnuévos, xal thy émrelxerav! |, donaléuevoc, obtog olxy[rhprév gore tod aylou 
TeVEVULATOS. 


RF. I* ~ 163F. Et tc & to xarpd tie edyiic xal tHe Yaruedlac dered 9 
petewpiterat, J, obtog tov Oedv mapokiver - |, 6 88 werd mpobvulag \s xal orovdi¢ 
évy|Suvdpevoct tH Yaduedle, obtog |, tod d&ylov mvebyatog xotwwavds |, imépyer.® 
Et tic év tH deelr|etg tev ypapdv xal év tH dvayvedcer ob piromovel, «tA. 


B. Assemani II: 209-222. Adyoc mept tij¢ xotwij¢ dvactdcews, xal wetavolac, 
xal &ydrns, xal el¢ thy Sevtépav mapovelav tod xuplov Ayadv "Incod Xprortov.! 
*Ayarnrtol, undéiv mpotiunomueda mAgov tig &vuroxplrou d&ydrng. 


Lines 4-5 obliterated in RF. &nétowog Srdpyet — app ects Sof. 297, 298. 

RF (bratro)mp, cf. page 18 above. 

Lines 4-5 obliterated, 6 begins sablazniv’s[aago se]. 

nag{lo]. 

RF obliterated; Sof. 297, 298 xporocts. 

poslusanve 

naslazdal¢li se 

bodete. 

The Slavonic heading, which GoSev for some reason omits, is slightly different. 
Sof. 298 = Tr. 7 (normalized to OCS spelling) o pokajanii i o ljubsve, eZe i o krestenii 
i ispovédanii i krostu poxvala i o bodpstem» sedé. Incipit: Nicetoze poéstéms. Some of 
the passages of this sermon are nearly identical with parts of the following it in Tr. 7 
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RF V = 219C ff. Odat totic drodoicr tov tij¢ pwetavolag xaipdv ele yéAowx xal 
wetewptopors. Znrhoovar yap |, wera Saxpav (mxpév todc xatpobc), Jobe xaxéic 
Bandvysav!, xat ob uh Evpwowv. |, Odal roig dixaober \s tov defi, |, Evexev Sdpwv. 
Oba toit¢ |, apredCovar ls ta GdASTOLA. |» Kat tva cuvrénec elra. lie Odat (niict) 
totic 2 dpotepdv Aayovot, [¥|1s btav d&xobowor lie to mopevcbe an’ éuod 'xal 
arétOate xatnpaytvor xat weutonutvor elc ta Epya Sudv. Odx olda budic. Kat 
ed0iws tapdooovtat xal drépyovtrat, xat! |s0 a&rekabvovtat™ dnd tod Bhuatog weta 
peyddov les xAavOu00 xal rapa |SiSovran elg yetpacg tov \se Bavdtov, tva motmavi} 
adtobs, xxOa¢ yéypartat. 

le Ol ptrdsyxprotot. [Mapaxadrodpéy |p, co, SodAe tod Geod, tva tedelws® mAnpo- 
pophans huis |° xal mepl totrov, td mide (xal mol tpdmq@) dnépyovrat elc tas 
xorkoets of &OAtot; 

0 8t8doxadroc, méAw Saxpbaac, xal taig yepal tupac td otHOoc, dmexplOy 
adtotc, Aéywv: & ddeAqpol ov (prdAdyptotor), molav dduvypav Sihynow mapaxadeite 
dxod[V"|, oat. "QP tic pprxtiic xal |s poRepac pac. Oluot, oluot, dyarntol pov, 
le wig todujoer |, Stnyhoacbar, 4 tie Bactdcer le d&xodou tata tic IpoBepac xal 
borepwttpac® Sinyhaews; |, “Ooor Exete |19 Sdxpua, xAatoate. Kal of wh Exovrec, 
Seite, dxoboate th budic meptuéver, xal uh dwedoduev tH Hud@v cwtyplac. Tére 
yap xwpiCovrat an’ dAHAwv li tov édeewdv' éxeivov lis Xwptopov xal &rodyuodow 
a&rodyutav |e émotpophy uh Eyovoav. Téte diaywprcbjcovrat énloxomor &rd 
ouvertoxérwy, xal mpecButepor dd cuurpecButépwv, xal Sudxovor dd cuvdraxdve, 
Srodidxovor xal dvayvGotat dmd tév étalpwv adtadv. Téte diaywprofjcovra: of 
mote Baotreic, xal xAadcovaw (a> via), xal EAxcbncovtat ad¢ dvpkrodat. Téte 
otevatouaw dpyovtes, xal ebpefhoovtat Epnuot, xal droBAdpouvaw EvOev xal EvOev, xal 


(o pokajanii i o sopasenii dusi — cig thy Seutépav mapovclav tod xvelov = Asse- 
mani II: 195-209) which in turn has close resemblances to the discouise on the Anti- 
christ ~ Assemani II: 220-230, cf. C, below. 

Arxangel’skij’s samples from Tr. 7 include equivalents to RF V*1-17 and V*18-V‘36. 
41 RF illegible: Sof. wxe 3b wxauua, Sof. 298 wxe sat xusuren, Tr. 7 wxe 3ab 
WKMBIIE KHTbIE CBOK. 

k Slavonic adds: Sof. 298 sb uac crpalIHBIM, WKO WMpa4AT’ Ce HM BbCTPEMel0Tb; 
Tr. 7 further u 3y6n1 nockperuots; RF, to judge from the amount of space left, 
must have included the latter phrase. 

1 RF probably = Sof. 297, 298: prokletii, i smetots se egda uslySets ‘‘ne védé vase” 
i togda abve, etc. 

m poienots se; cf. fn. 19 above. 

2 RF illegible; Sof. 298 sp Tappan, Sof. 297 sb Tpu anu! 

© RF V'29-37 obliterated. 

P_ Slav. rephrases: RF é’to reko w gra{dé]i toi stras’néi godi[né}. 

@@ Sof. 297 oymuacHHa, 298 oymaaenoy10; RF has room for more letters. 

tr RF umil-; Sof. 297, 298 umilenoe! 

® *20-37 obliterated except for isolated letters. 

t Sof. 297, 298 skots. 
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oddelc 6 BonPdv. Oiite 6 mdrodrto¢ patvetar, ote of xddraxec maplotavrar. Tére 
dtaxwprcOjoovrat of év duerela Choavtes povayot, [Vv*|, ol tov xdcpov YnoOhcavres |, 
xal xooutxd |s ppovancavtec". Térte dialywprafhcovrat yovetc ls nal téxva, Toth 
xal vide, untépes ls xal Ovyatépec, pldor ls and plrwv, cvyyevetc ard |10 ovyyevay. 
Térte dia |ywprofhoovrat eheewérc le avdpdyuva’ ta wh lis guadzavra thy xottyy 
&ulavrov. le *AA& rapedow lis Ta howd elev - xal yap ovvéxet we pdBoc” év tadTy 
wou tH Sunyhoet. Téte lie Aourdy Zravvdpevor* xal turtduevor bd &yplav &yyérwv, xal 
OHVobuevor &rotptyovtat, tobs S3évta¢ laa tptlovres, xat ls Tuxvotépws atpepéuevot 
les ele ta Srlow leivy lee tov Sixatouc \as 68ev éywplofyoav. (Kat Brérover thy 
xapav éxetvnv, xal td pc Sev Exwplobycay,)2 las xal Opnvoder mx|péd¢ > wack 
a&roxpurrovtTat las Aowrdv uynxéte Svvduevor leo elc tk dricw Oewpeive. |s0 Kat 
éyyifover |sa Tov YaAEretaTOV>» témov lea érov mé&Aw \ss Staxwpllovrar (xat peplfov- 
tat) el¢ \se brug tag xodkoets. Téte |ss Bewpoivtes thy teActav \se a&répacw, xat 
e$r, oddelc 6 mapaxardy brép abtév - [v‘|; ob82 Kpears xatarauPdverce, tva dva- 
xdupewotv, of dAo| AbTovtes A€éyouvety - |.& meécov xarpov &rwAtoapev le év duereta; d 
|, nTae> évérrarkev hudic 6 |s padtaroc Bloc4; ls Ta>¢ &Adovug Pewpodvtec |10 &yavito- 
wévoug®® odx hyovt| ,oduede; "AMA tdv Betwv lis Yeapuv d&xovovtec l1e éyed@uev 
prevdXovrectt |,5 robs dvaywwaoxavras * |1g Exet 6 Ged edrer 3d tov |1, yoapdy, 
xat od lis Tpocetyouev - \1s G8e juetc Bodpev |ao xal adtdg td mpdcwmov abtod 
a&rootpéper ap” hudv. lea Tt hudte apéancev bdr0¢ 6 xdcn0c; les Tlod 6 mathe 6 
Yewnouc; mod A UATE lee } ddivovca; mod ta téxva; las mod of plrorss; rod 6 
Tod |to¢ ; Tod ta Srd&pyovTa; lar mod 6 OdpvBoc, xal ta dprota; ls mod 6 moAds nat 
&xarpog Spdu0¢"® tod Blov; mod F |s0 ovyyévera, xai of yvapuot; loa mod of Bactretc, 
xat of Suvdéctat, |ss xat of cool; mod éx \ss toutwv obdeutav |e Eyouev apércrav; |ss 


u-u Sof. 297 = Greek; Sof. 298 = RF: vozljubivesei mi[rs se] i mireskymi pek’[Se] se, 
mire lju[bl]ose i miresky pomys!’ se. 

Vv Cf. discussion in text above, page 29. 

RF and Sof. 298 add velei. 

Cf. footnote 22 above. 

vidéti xoteste. 

This phrase is apparently borrowed from the Greek text of another sermon on 
the Second Coming of Christ, II: 200F. !t is translated in Tr. 7, cf. Arxangel’skij, p. 73. 
sa =yozvraltilti se vospet[r]! 

bb Tr. 7 = RF grostoks; Sof. 297 xectoxs, Sof. 298 rposrs. 

ee-ce jf nicesoze moge (. .) wt nix, ni naréévé moge(* *)x; Sof. 298 adds nocrurHoyTu; 
Tr. 7 better: 1 HMKOrO 2Ke MOAAIJa O HUXb, HM Hapbubw MOrylia MXb MOCTHTHYTH. 
dd mire. 

ee kako, Tr. 7; Sof. 298 truZdaaxe se vo t[a)stanvi. 

tf RF (gl)[umy] déjost[e]; Sof. 297 omits; Sof. 298 raoymeme ce; Tr. 7 meru 
abouwe. 

8 priézni; cf. footnote 23, above. 

bh RF perhaps = Tr. 7 [bezgo]d[ony]i trud[2]; Sof. 297 omits; Sof. 298 6e3,06H»m 
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Téte Gewpoivres thy mavreAy EyxatdAeupe!! |e xal tod Geod, xal tév d&ylov, [dvaxc- 
Aobwevor peta otevaypdv xal mxpdv Saxpbwv A¢yovat - cdCecbe, xtA. 


RF VI = II: 221F. Maxépror of xpotovres elg thy Oipav tod], Xpiotod év 
poxpodvuta!). ls Maxdprog 6 d&vOpwr7oc, 6 oxop|smiCav 7 goptiov t&v duaptidv 
adtod, a> xapdc tori. 


C. Assemani II: 222-230. Adyog etc thy rapovatav tod xuplov, xal mepl ouvte- 
Aelag to xdcp0v, xal ele thy mapovotav tod "Avttyplotov. Id tya 6 éAaytotoc 
xal duaptwrd<s "Egpatu. Approximately equivalent to the Slavonic Slovo 
o Antixristé. Kako aze grésenyi Efreme. 


RF IV" 1-6 ~ 224D. Kat év rairy tH xaxlg J, orhxowev mdvrec, |, xal od 
motevouev. Aenfdyuev ovvexdc év Sdxpvor xal mpocevyaic, vuxtds xal hutoac 
mpoorimtovtes tH Oeq, tva cwOdpev of duaptwrot. 


it RF wtm-; Tr. 7 = Sof. 298 Wmbransre. 
ve trapénvi. 





DER VOKAL é ALS LEBENDIGES PHONEM IN DEN 
| SERBOKROATISCHEN MUNDARTEN 


von 
PAVLE IVIC 
Novi Sad 


§ 1. Das Serbokroatische gilt allgemein als eine jener Sprachen mit sehr 
einfachem Vokalsystem — abgesehen von den prosodischen Phainomenen. 
Das klassische fiinfgliedrige System und zwei mundartliche sechsgliedrige 
Systeme, mit /4/ bezw. /a/ als Reflex der Halbvokale — das ist alles, was 
von Trubetzkoy’ und auch von den anderen Autoren erwahnt wird: 


i u : Pa. ae 
1) e fe) 2) e va eee ann 
a = 


In der friiheren Literatur lassen sich zwar auch einige andere Systeme 
erblicken, aber die Vertreter der phonologischen Schule haben diese 
Srtlich begrenzten Typen nicht beriicksichtigt, die oft von ungeniigend 
sachverstandigen Forschern beschrieben wurden, so dass diese Beschrei- 
bungen keine Méglichkeit zu einer klaren und sichern Interpretation 
gewahrten. In den letzten Jahren aber brachte die Erforschung einiger 
bis vor kurzem vernachlassigter Gebiete mehrere neue Systeme zum 
Vorschein. Gleichzeitig erméglichte die vertiefte Untersuchung der Situ- 
ation in den schon bisher bekannten Mundarten eine genauere Definie- 
rung ihrer Systeme. Auf diese Weise kam ein ungeahnter Reichtum an 
Typen und Nuancen ans Licht?. 

§ 2. Alle neuerlich festgestellten Vokalsysteme in den skr. Mundarten 
haben eine gemeinsame Eigentiimlichkeit: sie kennen alle mehr als fiinf 


1 ,,Zur allgemeinen Theorie der phonologischen Vokalsysteme,“* TCLP, I (1929), 
S. 46, 49; Grundziige der Phonologie (Prag, 1939), S. 89, 99. 

2 Eine teilweise Ubersicht dieses Materials wird der Leser finden kénnen in meinem 
Buch Die serbokroatischen Dialekte, ihre Struktur und Entwicklung, 1 (’s-Gravenhage, 
1958) (= Slavistische Drukken en Herdrukken, XVIII), und im Aufsatz ,,Osnovnye 
puti razvitija serboxorvatskogo vokalizma,“* Voprosy jazykoznanija, VII (1958), vyp. 
1, 3ff. 
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Phoneme,* wenigstens in der Stellung der maximalen Phonemunterschei- 
dung. Inwiefern es sich nicht um verschiedene Reflexe der Halbvokale, 
oder um Einschaltung des /2/ in Lehnwértern handelt, sind diese Systeme 
oft durch das Vorkommen von /ii/ (also durch den Gegensatz unge- 
rundet ~ gerundet bei den hohen Vokalen der vorderen Reihe), noch 
haufiger aber durch die Erscheinung von einem ungerundeten vorderen 
Vokal im Raume zwischen /e/ < *e, ¢ und /i/ gekennzeichnet. In diesem 
zweiten Fall, der den Hauptgegenstand des vorliegenden Aufsatzes bildet, 
haben wir es mit der Erhaltung der phonologischen Individualitaét des 
Vokals &é zu tun. Die neuen Untersuchungen haben namlich festgestellt, 
dass in einer betrachtlichen Anzahl skr. Mundarten das Schicksal des é 
den traditionsgemassen Schemen nicht entspricht: dieser Vokal ist weder 
mit /e/, noch mit /i/ oder /je/ (bezw. /ie/, /ije/) gleichgestellt worden.* 
Ein soicher Stand wurde bisher in einer Reihe Stokavischer und kajka- 
vischer Maa. und ebenfalls in einigen takavisch-slovenischen Ubergangs- 
mundarten in Nordistrien konstatiert. 

§ 3. Ein besonderer Lautwert des é kommt in folgenden Stokavischen 
Lokalmundarten vor’: 

1) in der Ma. der sog. KraSovani (eigentlich KaraSevci) siidlich von 
ReSica im rumianischen Banat ;*® 

2) in der Ma. der sog. Gallipoli-Serben ;’ 

3) in der Ma. der Katholiken in Reka’ éstlich von TemiSvar im rumié- 
nischen Banat ;® 


* Wegen ihrer spezifischen Natur werden in diesem Aufsatz die vokalischen r und [ 
nicht als gleichberechtigte Glieder des Vokalsystems betrachtet. Ausserdem werden 
auch die prosodischen Gegensatze nicht beriicksichtigt. 

* Beziiglich des Standes in den Stokavischen Mundarten vgl. das Kapitel ,,Mundarten 
mit nichtersetztem é“ im erwahnten Buch Die skr. Dialekte. 

5 Gewisse nicht ganz klare und bis jetzt unbestatigte Anmerkungen in der Alteren 
Literatur geben Anlass zur Hoffnung, dass dasselbe Phanomen auch in einigen anderen 
Stokavischen Lokalmundarten vorhanden ist. Vgl. St. Novakovi¢, ,, Negovanje jezika 
srpskog,“‘ Glas SKA, X (1888), S. 66 (fiir einige Ortschaften in der Tamnava) und H. 
Hirt, ,,Der ikavische Dialekt im K6nigreich Serbien“, Sitzungsber. der Kais. Ak. d. 
Wiss. in Wien, Phil.-hist. Cl., CXLVI (1903), V, S. 18 (fiir das Dorf Gvozdac in Podrinje). 
Die Uberpriifung dieser Daten gehért zu den nachsten Aufgaben der skr. Dialektologie. 
Ubrigens sind auch andere Uberraschungen auf diesem Gebiet nicht ausgeschlossen. 
* E. Petrovici, Graiul Carasovenilor (Bucuresti, 1935), S. 64-69 (hauptsichlich fiir die 
Untermundart des Dorfes KaraSevo; im Laufe der gemeinsamen Forschungsreise; die 
Prof. Petrovici mit mir im Jahre 1956 ausfiihrte, wurde derselbe Lautwert des é auch 
fiir alle anderen KraSovani-Dérfer festgestellt). 

7 P. Ivic, ,,0 govoru Galipoljskih Srba“, Srpski dijalektoloski zbornik, X11, S. 54-57. 
8 P. Ivié, , Jedna doskora nepoznata grupa Stokavskih govora: govori s nezamenjenim 
jatom,“ Godisnjak Filozofskog fakulteta u Novom Sadu, I (1956), S. 148. 
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4) in der Ma. der orthodoxen Serben in der Gegend von Banatska 
Crna Gora nordéstlich von RekaS;* 

5) in der Ma. der katholischen Bevélkerung im Gstlichen Teil des 
Dorfes Gradi&te (siidéstliches Slavonien).'° 

Der Lautwert von é in allen diesen Maa. ist ¢ (= sehr geschlossenes e); 
der Reflex des etymologischen *e und ¢ ist breiter. Die Unterschiede zwi- 
schen den genannten Maa. in dieser Hinsicht sind minimal. Mann kann 
nur soviel konstatieren, dass das ¢ in der Gallipoli-Ma. am geschlossen- 
sten ist, wahrend die Geschlossenheit in der Banatska Crna Gora ver- 
haltnismissig gering ist. Die einzige wichtigere Abweichung finden wir 
in GradiSte, wo auch eine diphtongische Aussprache vorkommt: 

léip, zaméisi, kudgila, déivér, odgilio — neben lépo, svéta, rétko, nedéJe, 
urgZem. 

§ 4. Wiéahrend die Realisation dieses Phonems in verschiedenen Sto- 
kavischen Maa. beinahe dieselbe ist — bis auf die erwahnten Einschran- 
kungen - ist seine Position im Vokalsystem nicht iiberall die gleiche. 

In den Maa. von Reka’, Banatska Crna Gora und denen der Kra- 
Sovani-Dérfern KaraSevo und Rafnik finden wir das vertikale sechs- 
gliedrige System: 

i u 
Q 
a 


Der Unterschied gegeniiber dem in § 1 unter 2) erwahnten System ist 
etymologischer Natur. Dort ist /4/ (oder das etwas geschlossenere /&/, was 
von der Lokalmundart abhiangt) der Reflex der Halbvokale, und /e/ (in der 
Regel geschlossen) stammt von *e und ¢, und hier ist /e/ = &, wahrend /e/ 
aus *e und ¢ entstanden ist. Es ist sehr bedeutsam, dass hier ein symme- 
trisches Vokalsystem ausgebaut ist, in welchem dem é ein Gegenstiick in 
der hinteren Vokalreihe entspricht. Eine solche Situation ist hier durch 
Auflésung des ererbten Verhiltnisses von /e/ zu /o/ verwirklicht. Jetzt hat 
/e/ = éden gleichen Offnungsgrad wie /9/, ist mit ihm also gleichgestimmt, 
und /e/ < *e, ¢ steht in Korrelation mit /a/. Charakteristischerweise 
neigt in einigen KraSovani-Dérfern das unbetonte /9/ zu einer noch 
starkeren Verengung, und fallt sogar bisweilen mit /u/ zusammen, was der 
Aufhebung des Gegensatzes /e/ = € ~ /i/ unter 4hnlichen Umstanden 
entspricht. 

§ 5. Eine im Wesentlichen gleiche Position von /e/ = é finden wir auch 
in den Maa. der KraSovani-Dérfer Klokotié, Lupak, Nermit’ und Vodnik, 
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wo auch das Phonem /9/ (ausser in der Stellung vor einem palatalen Kon- 
sonant) als Reflex der betonten Halbvokale s und » vorkommt. 
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i u 
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i u 
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Der Unterschied zwischen diesem System und demjenigen in den meisten 
KraSovani-D6rfern zeigt sich nicht nur in der Tatsache, dass in ihm das 
/o/ in der Regel in tiirkischen Lehnwértern vorkommt, und nicht als 
Reflex der slavischen Halbvokale, sondern auch darin, dass hier die 
Reflexe von *e und *o denselben Offnungsgrad aufweisen. Dieser Zustand 
ist offenbar primar, er stellt den Ausgangspunkt der Entwicklung in den 
Maa. des rumianischen Banats dar (vgl. §§ 4 und 5). Anlass zu dieser 
Veranderung gab wohl die asymmetrische Lage des /e/ = é. Infolge der 
Okonomie der bedeutungsunterscheidenden Mittel behauptet sich im 
Sprachsystem nur schwer ein solcher Zustand, in dem ein distinktives 
Merkmal nur hinsichtlich eines Phonems fungiert (oder, was im Wesent- 
lichen dasselbe bedeutet, dass ein Offnungsgrad im héheren oder mittleren 
Vokalbereich nur durch ein Phonem vertreten wird"). Die Rolle der dis- 
® P. Ivié, ibidem, S. 149. 

10 Nach meinem bisher nicht veréffentlichten Material aus dem Jahre 1957; vgl. 
meinen Aufsatz ,,NaSi dijalekti i istorija,“‘ Letopis Matice srpske, 382 (1958), S. 230. 
Eine gewisse Andeutung dieser Situation ist aber schon im ethnographischen Beitrag 
von Sime Varnica, ,,Iz Gradi&ta, narodni Zivot i obitaji,““ Zbornik za narodni Zivot i 
obigaje JAZU, V (1900), S. 121, ferner in der Abhandlung von S. Ivsi¢é, ,,DanaSni 
posavski govor,“* Rad JAZU, 196 (1913), S. 171, zu finden. 

1 Erst die experimentalphonetischen Untersuchungen werden zeigen kénnen, ob es 
sich bei dem gallip. /e/ ~ /e/ um einen Gegensatz gespannt ~ ungespannt, oder um 
eine graduale Beziehung handelt. (Bekanntlich erlauben die physiologischen und 
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tinktiven Merkmale besteht eigentich auch darin, dass man, durch ihre 
Anwendung auf mehrere korrelative Phonempaare, von einer ganz be- 
schrankten Anzahl bedeutungsunterscheidender Gréssen ausgehend, doch 
eine betrachtlich gréssere Anzahl distinktiver Phonemeinheiten erhilt. 
Vokalsysteme wie dasjenige in der Gallipoli-Ma. zeigen eine ausge- 
sprochene Tendenz zur Weiterentwicklung. In den meisten Sto-Maa. ist 
dieser Prozess durch die Ausgleichung von é mit anderen Phonemen ver- 
wirklicht worden (die ekavische, ikavische und jekavische Situation), 
oder durch die Einreihung des é in denselben Offnungsgrad wie /o/, was 
mit der gleichzeitigen Verschiebung des /e/ < * ¢, énach unten verbunden 
ist (§§ 4 und 5). Es handelt sich also bei der Gallipoli-Ma. um einen Aus- 
nahmefall. 

§ 7. Der Vokalismus von GradiSte entspricht dem Ausgangspunkt der 
Entwicklung in der Gallipoli-Ma.: 


i u 


a 


Hier tauchen dieselben Probleme auf in Verbindung mit der asymmetrischen 
Anwendung der distinktiven Faktoren. In der Diphtongierung ¢ > ¢ 
(vgl. § 3) kommt die Tendenz zur Wegschaffung der phonologischen 
Individualitat des € zum Ausdruck. Da in dieser Ma. in den gleichen 
Stellungen die Phonemgruppe /ej/ sonst nie vorkommt, wird die Laut- 
gruppe ¢? phonologisch zu /ej/. 

§ 8. Im Stokavischen Gebiet ist bekanntlich die Diphtongierung in der 
entgegengesetzten Richtung viel haufiger. Das ist die Entstehungsweise 
der jekavischen Aussprache. Eine solche Ausprache bedeutet den Ersatz 
des Phonems /&/ durch Kombination anderer Phoneme (/je/, /ie/ oder 
sogar /ije/). Der Reflex von é wird genau so ausgesprochen wie auch sonst 
die entsprechende Phonemgruppe in derselben Stellung. Zwar ist der 
Stand der Dinge in einigen Maa. nicht ganz einfach, aber auch dort besitzt 
der Reflex des é keine phonologische Individualitat. Als Beispiel mége die 
Ma. von Stojdraga in Zumberak westlich Zagreb dienen, wo der Reflex 
des langen ¢@ in der Regel einsilbig ist.1* Unter dem ’ Akzent spricht man 7é 


akustischen Umstande das Erscheinen gradualer Unterschiede bei dem Gegensatz 
»compact ~ diffuse‘* unter den Vokalen, wahrend in anderen Teilen des Lautsystems 
streng binadre Verhialtnisse herrschen, s. R. Jakobson und M. Halle, Fundamentals of 
Language, ’s-Gravenhage, 1956, S. 48.) 

12, Nach meinem Material. 
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aus, aber unter ~ hért man gewodhnlich ein ig mit etwas gedehntem 7. Doch 
kommt in denselben Stellungen ié nicht vor, so dass die Lautgruppe ig 
phonologisch auf /jé/ zuriickzufiihren ist. Die Einzelheiten der Situation 
in anderen jekavischen Maa. mit ahnlichem Reflex des langen é sind der 
Wissenschaft nicht geniigend bekannt, aber es scheint, dass in keiner Ma. 
ein Gegensatz é ~ /jé/ unter entsprechendem Akzent vorhanden ist. 
Das wiirde bedeuten, dass in keiner dieser Mundarten ein besonderes 
[ie/-Phonem besteht. 

§9. Zum Unterschied von der Sto-Dialektgruppe, wo die Maa. mit 
einem besonderen Lautwert des é eine verhaltnismassig seltene Ausnahme 
bilden, finden wir in den meisten kaj-Maa. einen solchen Stand, welcher 
sogar als eines der Hauptcharakteristika des Kajkavischen aufgefasst 
werden muss. In der bisherigen Literatur wurde dies nicht geniigend 
hervorgehoben, augenscheinlich deshalb, weil die Autoren an die phono- 
logische Betrachtungsweise nicht gewohnt waren. Erst mit der Anwendung 
moderner Methoden wird es klar, was ,,die verschiedene vokalische 
Farbung des e ungleichen Ursprungs“ auch vom historischen Standpunkt 
aus bedeutet. 

Die phonologische Individualitat des é ist aus den Sprachproben ver- 
schiedener kajkavischer Lokalmaa., die S. IvSié veréffentlicht hat, leicht 
zu erblicken. Ausser den Maa. der Gruppe II (die eigentlich nur teilweise 
kajkavisierte Maa. éakavischer Ansiedler in kajkavischer Umgebung 
sind) und der ziemlich stark Stokavisierten Randmundart von Durdic bei 
Ivanjska, haben alle von Iv&ié hier aufgezeichneten Lokalmundarten ¢, 
welches sich vom ¢ < *e, ¢ unterscheidet, als grundsdtzlichen Lautwert 
des é. Das gilt fiir alle Mundarten iiber welche uns die bestehende Literatur 
unterrichtet: fiir die Ma. von Trebarjevo™ im Siidosten des kaj-Gebiets, 
fiir die von Prigorje’® im SW und diejenigen von Bednja’* im NW und 
Podravina?’ im NO, ferner auch fiir die von mir selbst untersuchten Maa., 
namlich die von Mraclin sé. Zagreb, die von Zatretje s. Krapina und die 
von HraS¢ina s. Varazdin.'* Dennoch wird die kajkavische Situation in 


18 Ljetopis JAZU, 48 (1936), S. 86-88. Trotz ihrer Kiirze bilden diese Sprachproben 
die bisher geeignetste Informationsquelle hinsichtlich der Unterschiede zwischen den 
Maa. im kaj-Gebiet. 

14 Vgl. den Text von Kata Jajnéerova (Zbornik za narodni Zivot i obiéaje JAZU, Ul, 
1898, S. 55 ff.) und die Beobachtungen A. Radi¢’s (ZNZO, VI, 1901, S. 187). 

18 Das geht aus der Analyse der nicht recht priazis stilisierten Behauptungen von 
V. Rozi¢é, Rad JAZU, 115 (1893), S. 77, hervor. 

16 J. Jedvaj, ,,Bednjanski govor,“ Hrvatski dijalektoloski zbornik, I (1956), S. 283. 
17 F, Fancev, AfslPh, XXIX (1907), S. 320. 

18 Kompliziert und nicht ganz klar, weder historisch noch phonologisch, ist der Stand 
in der Ma. von Sveti Martin im aussersten Norden des kroatischen kaj-Gebiets (vgl. 
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dieser Hinsicht durch zwei dusserst wichtige Besonderheiten gekenn- 
zeichnet. Das Phonem /e/ ist hier gewéhnlich auch der Reflex der alten 
Halbvokale s und » (becva, den u.a.),® und ausserdem hat sich hier als 
Gegenstiick zum /¢/ auch ein /9/ entwickelt, das fast iiberall von g und | 
herriihrt. Dadurch wurde ein siebengliedriges System gebildet: 


i u 


In manchen Maa., wie z.B. in GajiS¢e dstlich Zagreb, blieb dieses System 
unangetastet, wahrend es in anderen Maa. kleinere oder gréssere Ver- 
anderungen erlitt. So finden wir in Mraclin unter langem steigenden 
Akzent: 


& OO 


i 
ge 
e 
4 
Hier ist /4/ aus dem sekundar gedehnten etymologischen e entstanden 
(Typ Zdna < Zend), wahrend /e/ der Reflex von *e und ¢ in von altersher 
langen Silben ist, sowie auch des nachtraglich gedehnten é, 6 und » in 
Beispielen wie déca (< décd), déska(< deskd) u.a. 

§ 10. In den meisten kaj-Maa. wurde indessen das Gleichgewicht des 
Systems durch Verschiebungen einiger Vokale gestért. Den Anlass fiir die 
ganze Entwicklung gab wohl die Uberladenheit des kajkavischen Vokal- 
systems. In vielen Sprachen ist eine Unbestandigkeit der aus allzu zahl- 
reichen Gliedern zusammengesetzten Vokalsysteme zu beobachten (ein 
klassisches Beispiel bietet das spatere Schicksal des urslavischen Vokalis- 
mus). Hier muss man aber nicht nur mit den sieben Einheiten rechnen, 
die durch inharente Eigenschaften differenziert sind, sondern auch mit den 
verschiedenartigsten prosodischen Gegensatzen. Die Uberladenheit des 


Systems rief eine Tendenz zur Verschiebung gewisser Vokale hervor, um 
den Abstand vom nichsten Nachbarn im System zu vergréssern. Selbst- 


V. Oblak, ,,NeSto o megjumurskom narjetju,“* ZNZO, I, 1896, S. 45-47). Es ist doch 
augenscheinlich, dass auch hier, wenigstens in gewissen Stellungen, é eine phonologische 
Individualitat besitzt. 

19 Vgl. die oben angefiihrten Arbeiten (mit Ausnahme jener von IvSi¢); weitere Belege 
befinden sich in meinem Material aus den erwahnten Ortschaften. 
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verstandlich traten solche Bewegungen zuerst dort auf, wo ihnen ein 
hinlanglich freier Raum zur Verfiigung stand. Das waren die Zwischen- 
raume von /e/ und /a/, von /a/ und /o/, von /o/ und /e/ und von /u/ und /i/. 
Fiir die kaj-Mundarten ist es charakteristisch, dass sich diese Verschie- 
bungen in der Regel in streng bestimmten Richtungen abspielten — in der 
vorderen Vokalreihe nach unten, in der hinteren Reihe nach oben, und 
von der hinteren Reihe zur vorderen: 





A 
=} 


i 


In fast allen kaj-Mundarten ist, in kleinerem oder grésserem Masse, 
wenigstens eine dieser Bewegungen vertreten. Merkwiirdigerweise kom- 
men Verschiebungen in entgegengesetzten Richtungen nie, zumindest sehr 
selten vor. 

In der bereits erwahnten Ma. von Gaji8ée haben wir, nach dem Material 
von Ivsi¢, ¢ < *e, ¢ gegeniiber dem mittleren o. In der Ma. von Trebar- 
jevo” nérdlich von Sisak ist der Prozess um einen Schritt weiter vorgeriickt: 


i 


e® ood 


Durch den Wandel e (< *e, ¢) > & wurde die Entwicklung ¢ (< @, 4, ») 
> e erméglicht, wobei die friihere Beziehung von /e/ zu /9/ abgebrochen 
und eine neue zu /o/ = *o geschaffen wurde. Ein solches System finden 
wir auch in HraS¢ina** (kurzbetonte Vokale) und in Mraclin (kurze 
Vokale).”? 

Der Vokal /o/, ohne Gegenstiick in der hinteren Reihe verblieben, 
zeigte eine Tendenz zur Veranderung, die in manchen Maa. zum Zusam- 
menfall mit /u/ fiihrte. So entstanden sechsgliedrige Systeme, z.B. in 
Zaéretje (kurze Vokale),?* in Prigorje** und in Pitomata* (lange Vokale): 


#0 Nach dem Text von K. Jajnéerova und den Bemerkungen von A. Radié (vgl. die 
Fussnote zu § 9). 

%1 Vgl. meinen Forschungsbericht im Godisnjak Filozofskog fakulteta u Novom Sadu, 
Ii (1957). 

32 Ibidem. 

33 Ibidem. 

*% Nach dem Material von V. RoZi¢, Rad, 115. 

%5 Nach dem Material von F. Fancev, Afs/Ph, XXIX, S. 313 ff. 
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Ben: sh 
. SEIE, 
€ a 


Hier kann /a/ mehr oder weniger nach hinten gezogen sein und ge- 
legentlich auch etwas gerundet, auch kann der Offnungsgrad von /e/ und 
/9/ einigermassen variieren. Schliesslich ist auch /ii/ anstelle /u/ méglich, 
was in Klostar®* der Fall ist. Immerhin bleibt die Ahnlichkeit zwischen 
diesen Systemen und den im § 4 erérterten Stokavischen Typen sehr 
auffallend. Auch hier hat /e/ = é eine mittlere Position in der dreistufigen 
vorderen Reihe, und sein Gegenstiick ist das etymologische 0, wahrend 
das etymologische e (mit welchem der Reflex des ¢ identisch ist) die 
niedrigste Stufe in der vorderen Reihe einnimmt. 

In manchen Maa. finden wir auch kompliziertere Lésungen. So entstand 
in der Umgebung von Virje®’ ein siebengliedriges System in langen Silben: 


i u 


(/i/ enstammt hier dem *i und y; /e/ < é, 3,0; /e/ < *e, e; /a/ < a, das vor 
einem stimmlosen Konsonant oder vor einer Gruppe Sonant + Konso- 
nant nachtraglich gedehnt wurde; /4/ < 4d; /o/ < *o, 9,1; /u/ < * wu). 

In der Ma. von Bednja** sind fiir den Vokalismus der langen Silben 
verschiedenartige Diphtongierungen charakteristisch, und auch das 
System der kurzen Vokale wurde von weitreichenden Veranderungen 
erfasst: 


(/i] < *i, y; /e/ < &,, 0; /a/ (vorderes a, das bisweilen den Lautwert von a 
erreicht) < *e, ¢, *0; /o/ < *a;/u/ < 9,1]; /ii/ < *u). 

§ 11. Auch in gewissen kaj-Mundarten kam es zu einer Diphton- 
gierung des /e/ und zwar nur in langen Silben. Das Verbreitungsgebiet 


26 Nach dem Material von F. Fancev, /.c. 

27 Nach dem Material von F. Fancev, /.c. 

28 Nach dem Material von J. Jedvaj, HDZb, I, und den Beobachtungen S. Ivési¢’s, 
Ljetopis JAZU, 48, S. 86. 
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dieser Erscheinung umfasst hauptsachlich den Raum nérdlich Zagreb.” 
Obwohl die Wissenschaft in diesem Augenblick iiber die Aussprache des 
ig in solchen Beispielen noch nicht hinreichend informiert ist, scheint 
diese Lautgruppe meistens den monophonematischen Wert beizubehalten. 
Diese Lautung ist nicht als /j/ + /é/ erklarbar, weil ausser ihr kein /é/ 
vorkommt, aber auch nicht als /j/ + /&/ (eine solche Phonemverbindung 
ist vorhanden und von ig verschieden). Noch weniger kommt /j/ + /&/ in 
Betracht. Einer solchen Deutung setzt sich die Dauer der Phonation von 
ig zuwider, die der Dauer der langen Vokale entspricht, ebenso die Bei- 
spiele wie jigme, wo man dann ein geminiertes /jj/ im Anlaut hatte, was 
im vollstandigen Widerspruch zu den Regeln der Phonemdistribution in 
den skr. Maa. steht. Das bedeutet, dass hier ig als eine phonetische 
Realisierung von /é/ aufzufassen ist. - Dort aber, wo die einsilbige Aus- 
sprache der zweisilbigen ihren Platz iiberlasst - das kommt in einigen 
Maa. tatsachlich vor — wird der monophonematische Wert durch einen 
diphonematischen ersetzt und zwar durch /i/ + /e/. 

§ 12. Ineiner kroatischen kaj-Ma. finden wir die Diphtongierung des 
Reflexes von é in der entgegengesetzten Richtung (> ei). Das ist die Ma. 
von Delnice®® in Gorski Kotar, die sonst sehr viel Gemeinsames mit der 
slovenischen Sprache aufweist, so dass man selbst iiber ihre slovenische 
Grundlage reden kann. In diesem Fall steht die Entwicklung des é (iiber 
welche es an eingehenderen phonetischen und phonologischen Auskiinften 
gebricht) ganz im Geiste der slov. unterkrainischen Maa. Es muss aber 
besonders hervorgehoben werden, dass in Delnice ei manchmal auch 
anstelle von *e, ¢ und i erscheint (die lautlichen Bedingungen sind jedoch 
in der vorhandenen Beschreibung nicht ins Klare gebracht). 

§ 13. In der éa-Dialektgruppe blieb die phonologische Individualitat 
des é nicht erhalten. Die einzige Ausnahme bilden die Cakavisch-slove- 
nischen Ubergangsmaa. in Nordistrien. So finden wir in Dra&ti¢i das 
folgende System langer Vokale: 

i u 
ie 
b) 
Hier stammt-— wie aus dem leider unvollstandigen Material von J. Ribaric** 
hervorgeht — /i/ aus *i, y; /e/ < &;/e/ < *e (und wohl < ¢); /a/ (das sich 
29 Vgl. die Sprachproben von Ivsi¢ in Ljetopis, 48, und die Karte von M. Hraste in 
HDZb, I (1956), S. 464-465. 
80 Val. R. Strohal, ,,Osobine danaSnjega delnitkoga narjetja,“* Rad, 153 (1903), S. 119. 


31, ,Razmjestaj juZnoslovenskih dijalekata na poluotoku Istri,“‘ Srpski dijalektoloski 
zbornik, 1X (1940), S. 19-21. 









48 PAVLE IviC 


einem 6 nahert) < *u; /u/ < |; /o/ < 9, und auch < *o unter einer 
alteren Lange; /o/ < *a und *o in sekundiar gedehnten Silben. 

Die Ma. des benachbarten Dorfes Slum zeichnet sich durch den kompli- 
ziertesten Vokalismus im skr. Sprachgebiet aus. Die phonologische 
Analyse des Materials von Ribari¢* ergibt fiir die langbetonten Silben 
folgendes: 


Hier stammt /i/ aus *i, y; /ei/ < 2; /e/ < *e unter altem Akzent und < *¢; /e/ 
< e unter einem sekundaren Akzent und < *a, 4,» in einigen Stellungen, 
vor allem < @ in geschlossener Endsilbe und den sekundar betonten 
Halbvokalen; /a/ < a, 3, » inwiefern diese Laute nicht in ¢ tibergegangen 
sind; /o/ < *o unter sekundairem Akzent; /o/ < 9; /i/ < ], hauptsiachlich 
sekundarer Herkunft und < 46 in einigen Beispielen; /u/ < | dlterer 
Herkunft und < 4d in anderen Beispielen; /s'/ (,,triibes, nach hinten 
gezogenes ii‘) < *u. Der Laut ¢# (< &) unterscheidet sich von ¢ (< *e, ¢) 
durch die Tatsache, dass ,,man nach dem ¢ ein ganz kurzes i hért”; 
wobei ,,die zweite Komponente bei weitem nicht so entwickelt ist wie im 
Dialekt der Brkini, wo man klar snety, breth ausspricht*. Das sonst sehr 
zuverlgssige und mit feinem Gehér aufgezeichnete Material von Ribari¢ ist 
nicht ganz vollstandig, aber nach allem zu urteilen, haben wir es hier 
wahrscheinlich mit einer monophonematischen Einheit zu tun (die 
Beispiele in denen diesem g¢/ ein j folgt, hindern uns, das ¢# als eine 
Phonemverbindung, /e/ + /j/, aufzufassen). 

Der Zustand in den nordistrischen Ubergangsmaa. in dieser Hinsicht 
bildet gewissermassen eine Fortsetzung desjenigen in der slovenischen 
Sprache, die in ihren Maa. beide Lésungen aufweist — sowohl die Unter- 
scheidung des é = /e/ von /e/ < *e, ¢?* sowie auch die Diphtongierung 
é> ei. 

§14. Wéahrend in den skr. Maa. mit fiinf klassischen Vokalen (+ 7) 
das Vokalsystem von den prosodischen Umstianden nicht abhingig ist™ 


32 Ibidem, S. 13-18. 

83 So in der Ma. der Savrini und in denen von Sedlarjevo (unter friiherem ’ Akzent), 
von Priekija (in langen Silben) und von Prekmurje (unter kurzem Akzent) (vgl. F. 
Ramov5s, Historiéna gramatika slovenskega jezika, VIl: Dialekti, S. 73-74, 151-154, 
176-177, 183-184). 

*% =P. Ivi¢é, Die serbokroatischen Dialekte, S. 114. 
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spielt in den Maa. mit einer grésseren Anzahl von Vokalen die Betonung, 
die Quantitaét und der Tonverlauf oft eine wichtige Rolle. Ausserhalb der 
Stellung maximaler Phonemunterscheidung vermindert sich die Vokalan- 
zahl. Dabei zeigen die ,,klassischen“ Vokale eine viel gréssere Wider- 
standsfahigkeit als die iibrigen. Darum ist es kein Wunder, dass in den 
§to-Maa. mit der erhaltenen phonologischen Individualitat des é, letztere 
doch nicht in allen Stellungen aufrechtbleibt. 

In der Ma. der KraSovani ist é ein besonderes Phonem nur in betonten 
Silben, wahrend in den unbetonten seine Ausgleichung mit /i/ stattge- 
funden hat. Da in den Dérfern mit /3/ < 4, » der Gegensatz /o/ ~ /a/ nur 
unter dem Akzent vorkommt, ist der Vokalismus der unbetonten Silben 
auf die fiinf klassischen Einheiten reduziert. 

Ahnlich ist die Situation in Gradi&te, wo éin kurzen unbetonten Silben 
ebenfalls in i iibergegangen ist. 

Unter denselben Umstinden ist é auch in der Gallipoli-Ma. mit /i/ 
zusammengefallen, wobei in den kurzen vortonigen Silben auch weitere 
Ausgleichungen stattgefunden haben: /e/ = /i/ und /o/ =/u/. In dieser 
Ma. sind jetzt zwei Systeme unbetonter kurzer Vokale zu unterscheiden: 


Peer @ ie. oe 
a) vortonig b) nachtonig 
a = Ung Ty 


Nur der Vokalismus von Reka’ und Banatska Crna Gora, der sich durch 
Homogenitat auszeichnet, bleibt unabhangig vom Einfluss der prosodischen 
Faktoren. Charakteristischerweise gilt dasselbe auch fiir das strukturell 
identische (und nur etymologisch verschiedene) Vokalsystem einiger 
montenegrinischer Maa. (vgl. §§ 1 und 4). 

Tn den kaj-Maa. sind die durch prosodische Umstinde bedingten 
Unterschiede im Vokalsystem sehr iiblich. Doch kommt es dabei in 
keiner der bisher bekannten kaj-Maa. zu einer Aufhebung des Gegen- 
satzes zwischen den zwei e-Lauten und gleichzeitig bleibt auch /i/ un- 
verandert. Die Stabilitat dieser Unterscheidungen ist durch das Vorhan- 
densein entsprechender Phoneme in der hinteren Vokalreihe gesichert. 

In der takavisch-slovenischen Ma. von DraSti¢i sind in vortonigen 
Silben /9/ < *u und /e/ < é mit i ausgeglichen, so dass der Vokalismus 
auf die fiinf klassischen Vokale reduziert erscheint. In der Ma. von Slum 
aber bleibt jedoch, trotz der Abweichung des Vokalsystems (immer 
kurzer) unbetonter Silben von demjenigen der langbetonten Silben, der 
Gegensatz /e/ < *e,¢ ~ /e/ < é ~ /i/ < *iin vortoniger Stellung erhalten. 
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Dementsprechend finden wir auch /a/ < *o ~ /o/ < 9 ~ /s*/ < *uinder 
gleichen Position. 

§ 15. Die Ubersicht der Reflexe des ¢ in den skr. Maa. weist un- 
zweideutig auf einen geschlossenen Grundwert des é hin, und zwar 
zwischen /e/ und /i/. Die Reflexe sind /e/, /i/, /je/, /ie/ und /ej/, wenn aber 
die phonologische Individualitat des é erhalten bleibt, scheint es als ¢ auf. 
Daraus folgt der Schluss, dass sich die heutigen Lautwerte des é aus einem 
Laut entwickelt haben, der enger als e war. Diese Konstatierung — die im 
iibrigen nicht neu ist — steht im Widerspruch zu P. Skoks Ausfiihrungen, 
nach welchen das skr. é urspriinglich einen offenen Lautwert hatte. Skoks 
Beweise sind nicht immer kritisch genug ausgewahlt und seine Argumen- 
tation ist bisweilen in methodologischer Hinsicht unsicher, wobei jedoch 
die wesentliche Bedeutung folgender von ihm hervorgehobener Tatsachen 
nicht abzuleugnen ist: 

1) Die Schreibungen xpachuepn = Krésimir und tpeaBotwa = Trébynje 
in der Schrift ,,De Administrando Imperio“ des byzantinischen Kaisers 
Konstantin Porphyrogenetos aus dem X. Jahrh.; 

2) Die Schreibung dad = dédin einer lateinisch geschriebenen Urkunde 
aus dem Jahre 1062; 

3) Die Dissimilation grié- > gria- in den nordwesttakavischen Bei- 
spielen (g)#iazlo und (g)nad; 

4) der Wandel é > a nach r in Beispielen wie orah u.a. 

Die angefiihrten schriftlichen Belege zeigen, dass die offene Aussprache 
des é,bis zum XI. Jahrh. gelebt hat (seit diesem Jahrhundert erscheint 
neben dem e, das noch einige Zeit vorherrscht, auch i — und nicht mehr a - 
als Wiedergabe des ¢ in lateinischen Urkunden). Auch der Ubergang von 
é zu a unter besonderen phonetischen Umstinden konnte nur in der 
Epoche vor dem Ersatz des é durch e, i oder (i) je stattfinden, was von dem 
betrachtlichen Alter dieses Wandels zeugt. Kurzgesagt, man kann es als 
bewiesen betrachten, dass é in einer alteren Entwicklungsperiode des 
Serbokroatischen ein offener Laut war, der in einigen Stellungen in a 
tibergehen konnte. Infolgedessen schien es den fremdsprachigen Schreibern 
manchmal sogar, dass dieser Laut dem a naher als dem e sei. 

Der Gegensatz zwischen der dlteren Phase des offenen é und dem 
neueren geschlossenen Wert stellt die Wissenschaft vor das Problem, wie 
sich diese Veranderung abspielen konnte, ohne dass dabei & mit e zusam- 


% Iz slovenatke toponomastike,“‘ Casopis za slovenski jezik, knjizevnost in zgodovino, 
VIII (1931), S. 118 ff.; ,,0 bugarskom jeziku u svjetlosti balkanistike,“* Juznoslovenski 
filolog, X11 (1933), S. 96 ff.; ,,Leksikologijske studije, b) Novi primjeri za 4 > ia,“ 
Rad JAZU, 272 (1948), S. 34 ff. 








Rees PS os a Pores tk ata 


jaf ea Aa a ko 





















i i 


oOo 








= 
% 
«| 
‘ 
a 
EE 
oe 
3 
ae 
ie 
by 





é ALS LEBENDIGES PHONEM 51 


mengefallen ist. Diese Frage hat eine erstrangige Bedeutung fiir die his- 
torische Lautlehre des Serbokroatischen und scheint eine schwierige zu 
sein, umso schwieriger, als die Entwicklung offenbar in einer Epoche 
stattfand, in der sich /é/ von /e/ nicht mehr durch Quantitat unterschied 
(d.h., als auch schon kurzes /&/ und langes /e/ vorhanden waren). Jedoch 
halte ich diese Frage fiir lésbar und glaube, dass bei ihrer Lsung von der 
lautlichen Natur des dlteren offenen é auszugehen ist. 

P. Skok war jedenfalls im Unrecht, als er ia als urspriinglichen Lautwert 
des skr. é voraussetzte. Wenn dem so wire, hatte das é dieselbe Entwick- 
lung gehabt wie das za anderen Ursprungs. Es wiirde sich die Jotierung in 
den Gruppen Konsonant + / vollzogen haben und a wire erhaltenge- 
blieben oder hatte sich weiterentwickelt als ein normales skr. a. Ausserdem 
wiirden wir in den dlteren Denkmalern auf Schreibungen wie ia stossen, 
was aber nicht der Fall ist. Andererseits ist es nicht wahrscheinlich, dass 
das damalige é ein reiner Monophtong war (in diesem Falle wohl a, und 
nicht a). Ohne Riicksicht auf die Hypothese von dem diphtongischen 
Charakter des urslavischen é, bleibt die merkwiirdige Tatsache stehen, 
dass wir es immer mit dissimilatorischen Wandlungen zu tun haben, die 
durch die Wirkung des vorangehenden Konsonanten bedingt sind. Das 
ist nur unter der Annahme begreiflich, dass é ein Diphtong (oder, noch 
wahrscheinlicher, ein Halbdiphtong) war, dessen erster, geschlossener 
Teil vom vorangehenden palatalen Konsonant absorbiert werden konnte, 
bezw. in der Verbindung ré zum Ausfall neigte (vgl. als Parallele den 
spateren jekavischen Typ mreZa < mrjeZa). Mit betrachtlicher Wahr- 
scheinlichkeit lasst sich auch die Natur der Bestandteile des Halbdiphtongs 
bestimmen: der erste Teil konnte ungefahr ¢ sein, und der zweite d. Die 
ganze spatere Entwicklung ware undenkbar, wenn sich im Anfang ein 7 
befande, oder wenn der zweite Teil a ware. Ebenso musste der erste Teil 
enger als e sein (sonst waren die erwahnten Prozesse unter speziellen 
Umstanden und auch die spatere Verengung des zweiten Teiles unméglich) 
und der zweite Teil war gewiss breiter als e (nur ein solcher Lautwert 
konnte die Wiedergabe durch a bezw. den Wandel zu a veranlassen). Es ist 
schliesslich klar, dass der Unterschied zwischen den beiden Teilen nicht 
allzu gross war, denn sonst hatten die alten Schreiber wenigstens hie und 
da digraphische Kombinationen (ea, ia 0.4.) gebraucht. 

§ 16. Der Lautwert ed erméglicht uns, die phonologische Lage des /&/ 
im Serbokroatischen der Altesten Epoche zu begreifen. Im damaligen 
komplizierten Vokalsystem spielten eine distinktive Rolle nicht nur die 
Gegensitze zwischen den vorderen (,,acute“) und hinteren (,,grave“‘) 
bezw. zwischen den breiteren (,,compact’) und engeren (,,diffuse“‘) 
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Vokalen, sondern auch die Gegensatze ungerundet ~ gerundet, oral ~ 
nasal und normal ~ reduziert (hier sind noch die verschiedenen proso- 
dischen Gegensitze beizufiigen). Doch kann die phonologische Indivi- 
dualitat des damaligen /é/ durch keinen der genannten Faktoren erklart 
werden. Wenn man alle Umstande beriicksichtigt, wird es klar, dass fiir 
die Unterscheidung des /&/ vom /e/ nur die diphtongische Aussprache 
relevant sein konnte. Wahrend /é€/ obligatorisch lang war, hatte es eine 
solche Aussprache als begleitende Eigenschaft entwickelt. Das konnte 
geschehen auch ungeachtet der Veranderungen, welche die anderen 
Vokale erlitten haben mégen (woriiber die Meinungen auseinandergehen). 
Bekanntlich neigen unter allen Vokalen die e-Laute am ehesten zu einer 
Diphtongierung.** Spater, nachdem der Gegensatz /é/ ~ /e/ seinen 
quantitativen Charakter verloren hatte, wurde durch eine Umphonologi- 
sierung die diphtongische Aussprache des /é/ relevant.” 

Der Vokal /é/, das einzige Phonem bei dessen Unterscheidung dieser 
distinktive Faktor fungierte, hatte keine stabile Position im System.** 
Darum unterlag er einer Verainderung schon in der ersten Phase der 
Vereinfachung des skr. Vokalsystems, in der die Gegensitze nasal ~ oral, 
reduziert ~ normal und diphtongisch ~ einfach abgeschafft wurden, so 
dass nur orale Laute mit normaler, einfacher Artikulation iibriggeblieben 
sind. Gegen Ende dieser Phase, die bis zum XI. Jahrh. dauerte, erfolgte eine 
Ausgleichung des zweiten Teiles des é an den ersten: ea > ¢. In derselben 
Phase wurden auch gewisse andere Verainderungen vollzogen, die mit der 
Monophtongierung des é parallel gingen. In den Gruppen v oder j + 
Halbvokal wurde der zweite, offenere Teil dem ersten, unsilbischen und 


36 Die vermutliche alte Entwicklung wiederholt sich in denjenigen der heutigen 
kajkavischen Maa., wo langes /e/ = é von der Diphtongierung erfasst wird, wahrend 
alle tibrigen Vokale die einfache Aussprache behalten. 

37 Vgl. die Tatsache, dass in einigen nordslovenischen Maa. ein Unterschied besteht 
zwischen den Reflexen des alten langen é, das einen Diphtong i¢ 0.4. gegeben hat, und 
des é unter alterem “ Akzent, das nachtriglich gedehnt wurde und dabei monophton- 
gisch blieb. 

38 In einzelnen Maa. wurde schon friihzeitig der Gegensatz /é/ ~ /e/ in einigen 
Stellungen aufgehoben. Das typischste Beispiel dafiir bietet die Gruppe cé mit kurzem 
é. Vgl. in vielen jekavischen und ikavischen Maa. celivati, célév, césar, césta gegeniiber 
cijéla || cila, cijéna || cina, cijépati || cipati usw. mit dem normalen Reflex des langen ¢ 
(das besondere Schicksal des é nach c hat iibrigens eine Parallele im siidslavischen 
Sprachraum: in manchen ostmazedonischen Maa. mit sonst ekavischer Vertretung des 
é wurde cé doch zu ca). Scheinbar konnte der Wandel cé > ce in einigen Gegenden 
nur dann stattfinden, wenn die nichste Silbe nicht palatal war. Daher finden wir oft 
cjeriti se oder ciriti se, wahrend ceriti se im nichtekavischen Gebiet eine beschrankte 
Verbreitung hat. Auf eine ahnliche Weise diirften auch gewisse andere sog. bestandige 
Ekavismen der skr. Maa. zu erklaren sein, die bisher der Wissenschaft Schwierigkeiten 
bereitet haben. 
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geschlosseneren, gleichgestellt, also phonetisch ua > u- und ~- > i-. 
Obwohl die Umstinde nicht ganz dieselben sind, fallt es auf, dass wir 
auch hier mit Lauten die einer Stabilitat entbehrten zu tun haben. 

§ 17. Das Schicksal des é = /e/ in der folgenden Entwicklungsphase 
ist klar: ,,é suchte, mit einem anderen Laut in eine paarige Beziehung zu 
treten“, nach der klassischen Definition von Roman Jakobson.*® 

In den kajkavischen und éakavisch-slovenischen Maa. bekam é@ ein 
Gegenstiick im Reflex von g bezw. |. In den kaj-Maa. geschah ausserdem 
noch etwas: auch der Reflex der Halbvokale ist mit é zusammengefallen, 
was eine Zunahme der Haufigkeit des Phonems /e/ bedeutete. Dies alles 
war der Grund fiir die wirklich bewunderungswerte Widerstandsfahigkeit 
dieses Phonems im Kajkavischen. 

Der Reflex 9 von | erschien als der dem é entsprechende hintere Vokal 
auch in einer Gruppe Sto-Maa., und zwar in denjenigen, die bald danach 
jekavisch geworden sind. Nach dem Zeugnis der Sprachdenkmiler verlief 
gegen Ende des XIV. und im Anfang des XV. Jahrh. die Diphtongierung 
lei > ie und /9/ > 0” parallel. So weisen die Texte gleichzeitig die 
Schreibungen e, i und ie fiir é und o, u und wo fiir | auf. Etwas spiater ging 
fie in /je/ oder /ie/, /ije/ iiber (vgl. § 8), wahrend /G0/, hauptsachlich im 
Laufe des XV. Jahrh., fast iiberall zu u, und auf der Insel Lastovo zu o 
geworden ist. Nur in der archaistischen Ma. von Vare’ in Bosnien erhielt 
sich uo in einigen Beispielen. Die Ursachen der ungleichen Entwicklung 
von lie] und /a0/ sind komplex. Die Widerstandsfahigkeit von /uo/ war 
wegen seiner sehr geringen Hiaufigkeit nicht gross, und ausserdem kommt 
es infolge der Asymmetrie der Sprechorgane haufig vor, dass im mittleren 
oder héheren Offnungsgrad eines Systems mehr ungerundete Vokale der 
vorderen als gerundete Vokale der hinteren Reihe vorhanden sind. 
Schliesslich stand dem Prozess [ie/ > /je/ nichts im Wege, wahrend ein 
Wandel /10/ > /uo/ unmdglich war - ein /u/ besteht ja nicht in der Sprache! 

In den iibrigen skr. Maa. bleib é = /e/ ohne einen ihm entsprechenden 
Laut in der hinteren Vokalreihe. In einigen Stokavischen Lokalmaa. 
volizog sich seine Integrierung ins System und zwar durch die Verschie- 


& ALS LEBENDIGES PHONEM 


s9 5 ... se cherche une place dans le systtme phonologique, son réle fait penser 
aux petits jeux ol tous les joueurs font couple, sauf un seul qui est sans couple, et qui 
s’efforce de former un couple au détriment d’un autre“ (,,Remarques sur |’évolution 
phonologique du russe comparée a celle des autres langues slaves,“* TCLP, 2, 1929, S.35). 
«0 Der diphtongische Wert des jekavischen Reflexes von é ist also sekundar und kann 
nicht als Argument in der Diskussion iiber die urslavische Aussprache des é gebraucht 
werden. Vgl. iibrigens die Tatsache, dass ie als Wiedergabe des é in den Denkmilern 
verhiltnismassig spat erscheint, in erheblicherem Masse erst im XIV. Jahrh. Es ist 
interessant, dass sich in den russischen Maa. parallel mit der Diphtongierung é > ie 
auch der Wandel 6 > 0 vollzogen hat. 
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bung des /e/ nach unten und die Gleichsetzung des é mit /o/.*! In allen 
anderen Dialekten, mit Ausnahme der Lokalmaa. zweier Dérfer (vgl. 
§§ 6 und 7), fiel é mit einem anderen Phonem zusammen. Allem Anschein 
nach umfasste dieser Prozess zuerst die siidlichen Gegenden, und erst 
spater die nérdlicheren. Daher erhielten sich in verschiedenen abseits 
gelegenen Maa. im Norden Reste des nichtersetzten é. Merkwiirdiger- 
weise handelt es sich dabei um Maa. ganz verschiedenen Ursprungs. 
Doch haben sie alle auch die sog. altere Akzentuierung bewahrt — ein 
klares Zeichen, dass sie ihrer geographischen Lage wegen auch von an- 
deren Innovationswellen zum Teil unberiihrt blieben. Es scheint iibrigens, 
dass gegen Ende des Mittelalters im ganzen Norden des skr. Sprachge- 
biets die Maa. mit phonologischem /é/ eine ununterbrochene Kette 
bildeten, die sich von den éakavisch-slovenischen Maa. in Istrien iiber das 
kajkavische Nordkroatien, dann iiber Slavonien, Vojvodina und Nord- 
serbien bis zur bulgarischen Sprachgrenze in der Nahe der Timok-Miin- 
dung (denn das ist das Heimatgebiet der KraSovani) erstreckte. Erst die 
durch den tiirkischen Einfall verursachten Migrationsbewegungen zer- 
rissen diese Kette, weil sie grosse Bevélkerungsmassen mit schon fertigen 
Reflexen des é aus dem Siiden mitbrachten. 

§ 18. Es wird nun auch klar, wie die Schwankungen bei der 
Wiedergabe des é in den Ortsnamen aus Slavonien und Vojvodina in den 
mittelalterlichen Urkunden zu verstehen sind. Die Beantwortung dieser 
Frage, die bisher den Forschern grosse Schwierigkeiten bereitete, ist in der 
Tat einfach: zu jener Zeit war é ein besonderes Phonem, = /e/. Jeder 
Versuch, in den immer wieder schwankenden Schreibungen den fertigen 
Ekavismus oder Ikavismus zu erblicken, ist daher irrefiihrend. 

In diesem Licht erklart sich auch das nebeneinander von e und i, und 
spater auch ie, in den mittelalterlichen Sprachdenkmilern aus Dubrovnik. 
Ebensowenig wie die e-Schreibung einen Beweis fiir die ekavische Aus- 
sprache liefert, muss auch nicht i anstelle des é einen Zusammenfall dieser 
Phoneme bedeuten. Die heutige Kenntnis der Tatsachen erméglicht 
iiberhaupt einen fiir die Methodologie der skr. Sprachgeschichtsforschung 
wichtigen Schluss: é hat sehr lange als Phonem in verschiedenen Maa. 
gelebt, so dass seine unkonsequente Wiedergabe in den Texten nicht 
unbedingt von einer Dialektmischung oder Kreuzung schriftsprachlicher 
Tendenzen zeugt, sondern in den meisten Fallen die phonologische Indi- 
vidualitat des é widerspiegelt. 


41 Vgl. die bereits oben angefiihrte Beobachtung von Jakobson. 
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SERBOCROATIAN CONJUGATION 
by 
C. H. VAN SCHOONEVELD 


Rijksuniversiteit te Leiden 


0. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

This paper intends to present, continuing the series of studies by Lunt, 
Halle, Rubenstein, Kuéera, and Schenker,’ a further application of 
Jakobson’s concept of the conjugation of the Slavic verb as demonstrated 
by him on the Russian conjugation.” I follow the established terminology 
and transcription as closely as possible; bare verbal components are in 
italicized morphophonemic transcription; actual verb forms are in roman 
type. For the notation of preverbs, cf. 3.11.31, 3.21.23.21 and 3.21.23.22. 
I deal with the purely morphological relations of the simple forms, in- 
voking semantic criteria as little as possible. I base myself upon the 
accent system presented by Danitic¢.* 


1. BASIC STATEMENTS 
1.1 Stem and desinence. Any serbocroatian inflectional form compre- 
hends a stem and a desinence. 


1.2 DESINENCES 

1.2. Components of the desinence. A desinence may consist of one or more 
suffixes. A suffix may be zero. A desinence may consist of one or more 
zeroes. 

1.21. Vocalic and inconsistently truncating desinences. The desinences are 
classified, according to their initial phoneme, as either vocalic or indifferent 
(henceforth to be called ‘inconsistently truncating’). The former class in- 
cludes, in addition to desinences beginning with a vowel, desinences 


1 H.G. Lunt, Makedonski jazik, 11 (1951), pp. 123-131, A Grammar of the Macedonian 
Language (Skopje, 1952), Old Church Slavonic Grammar (’s-Gravenhage, 1955); M. 
Halle, “The Old Church Slavonic Conjugation”, Word, VII (1951), pp. 155-167; 
H. Rubenstein, “The Czech Conjugation”, Word, VII (1951), pp. 144-154; J. Kuéera, 
“Notes on the Czech Conjugation”’, Word, VIII (1952), pp. 378-386; A. M. Schenker, 
“Polish Conjugation”, Word, X (1954), pp. 469-481. 

? R. Jakobson, “Russian Conjugation”, Word, IV (1948), pp. 155-167. 

3’ BD. Daniti¢, Srpski akcenti (Beograd, 1925) [original in Rad JA, VI, 1869], pp. 
88-208. I am grateful to Dr. P. Ivi¢é for valuable criticism, additions and suggestions, 
and Mr. F. W. van Houten for his assistance. 
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beginning with a zero in alternation with a vowel (cf. 4.22, 4.21, 4.23). 
The latter class includes, in addition to a desinence beginning with a con- 
sonant, desinences commencing with a consonant in alternation with a 
vowel (cf. 4.14, 4.15), and desinences consisting of and/or beginning 
with zero in alternation with a vowel and/or a consonant (cf. 4.12 and 
4.13); 

1.21.1. zero as a suffix in inconsistently truncating desinences truncates 
regularly (cf. 2.20, 4.12 and 4.13); as a suffix in vocalic desinences it 
behaves neutrally as to truncation in that the following consonant of the 
desinence truncates the consonantal stem (cf. 4.21 and 4.23); only in the 
imperative does it truncate the stem vowel (cf. 4.22). 


1.3. STEMS 

1.31. Full stem and truncated stem. Law of Incompatibility. If the stem 
occurs without its final phoneme or two final phonemes, the shorter 
alternant is called truncated stem in contradistinction to the full stem. 
Truncation occurs where a final vowel of the stem is incompatible with a 
vocalic desinence and, in a certain measure (cf. 1.32.1), where a final 
consonant of the stem is incompatible with the initial consonant of an 
‘indifferent’ (‘inconsistently truncating’) desinence. Initial vowels of in- 
consistently truncating desinences, never occurring after vowels, do not 
truncate at ail. Thus, only the endings called ‘vocalic’ truncate regularly. 
If they have an alternant consisting of zero followed by a consonant, the 
consonant truncates the consonantal stem (cf. 1.21.1 and 1.32). 

1.32. ‘Consonantal and vocalic stems. The stems are called consonantal 
full stems when they end in a non-syllabic phoneme (consonant or glide j) 
and vocalic full stems if they end in a vowel. 

1.32.1. Loosely closed and strictly closed full stems. One type of conson- 
antal full stem appears intact where the other, under the law of incompat- 
ibility, undergoes truncation before the ‘inconsistently truncating’ 
desinence. The former are called Joosely closed full stems (cf. 2.30) and 
the latter strictly closed full stems (cf. 2.20). 

1.4. Juncture vowels. The vowel contingent upon the juncture between 
stem and desinence, that is, the final vowel of a full vocalic stem or the 
initial vowel of a vocalic desinence is termed juncture vowel. 


2.0. STEM ‘PHONEME’ ALTERNATIONS are a corollary to truncation. 


2.1 VOCALIC STEMS are truncated before vocalic endings: 


nosi—: nds—i-m; Zive—: Ziv—i-m; bdle—: bdl—i-m; 
vide—: vid—i-m; tonu—: tén—é-m; kdja—: kaj—é-m. 
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2.11. Concomitant alternations. 
2.11.1. Alternations deeper in the stem. 

2.11.11. ‘Jotovanje’. Polysyllabic stems in -a—, when truncated by a 
vocalic ending, show often‘ an alternation of the consonant preceding 
the -a—; 

2.11.12. the same alternation occurs in polysyllabic vocalic stems ending 
in an acute vowel before the alternant —en- of the resultative participle 
(cf. 4.15) and the alternant —d- (the tense suffix) of the imperfect 
(cf. 4.23); 

2.11.13. velar consonants in monosyllabic stems (k, g, fh) have this 
alternation before any —e and the alternant —d- (the tense suffix) of the 
imperfect, but not before other vowels; they have other alternants before 
—i (c, z, S). 

2.11.2. Vocalic stems ending in -ova— and minimally trisyllabic stems in 
-iva— change, when truncated, -ov— and -iv— to -uj—; bisyllabic stems 
in -@va— change, when truncated, -dv— to -dj—: 


kupova—: kipuj—é-m; 
za-pisiva—: Za-pisuj—é-m; 
pro-dava—: pro-daj—é-m. 


2.11.3. Vocalic stems in -nu— may, before the inconsistently truncating 

endings except the —+t- of the resultative participle, drop the stem final 

-nu—; when dropped -nu— is preceded by a vowel the phonemes d t 

and b are inserted; their notation may be in square brackets: kre[t]nu—; 

however, the long form often occurs as a stylistic variant. 

2.11.31. Omission of -nu— may occur only in the aorist; 

2.11.32. or, aditionally to the case of 2.11.31, also in the active participle; 

2.11.33. or, aditionally to the cases of 2.11.32, also in the preterite adverb; 

2.11.34. or, aditionally to the cases of 2.11.33, also in the infinitive. 
kré[t)}nu—(cf. 5.33): krét—o-h(~krénu—h); ot-ki[d]nu—: ot-kid—o-h 
(~ ot-kinu—h); gi[b]nu—: gib—o-h (~ ginu—h); po-kisnu—: pd-kis— 
o-h(~ pd-kisnu—h), pd-kis—a-o ( ~ pd-kis—nu-o) ; iz-Céznu—: i8-tez— 
o-h, i8-tez—a-o (~i8-teznu—o), i8-tez—AvSi (~i8-tezni—v5i); 
dignu—: dig—o-h (~dignu—h), dig—a-o (~dignu—o), dig—avii 
(~digni—vsi), di—¢i (~ dignu—ti). 

2.11.4. Which of the rules 2.11.31-34 is applicable cannot be expressed 


‘ This alternation occurs in the following instances: k ~ ¢,g ~ Z,h ~ &t ~ 6, 
dnvdas~i,z~Zi,n~nj,l~ Ij;c ~ &p ~ pij, b ~ bij, v ~ vij,m ~ mij; tk ~ é, 
sk ~ $t, ht ~ Sé, st and $t ~ Sé (in some resultative participles sf), zd ~ Zd, sn ~ Snj, 
zn ~ inj, sl ~ Slj; k ~ é (rarely, in onomatopeia). 
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in morphologic terms except by a list in which the semantic relationship 
between the short and the long form, if both occur, is specified for each 
case. 
2.20. STRICTLY CLOSED STEMS end in m, n, nj, j, r, lj, v and, as far as 
non-syllabic stems are concerned, in p; they are truncated before in- 
consistently truncating endings: 
cij—: Si—ti; stan—: stati; 
civaj—: tiva—ti; wmwnej—: Wme—ti. 
2.21. Concomitant alternations occur in some loosely closed stems, non- 
syllabic and a few monosyllabic, which before inconsistently truncating 
endings replace their truncated consonants, and, where this is applicable, 
the preceding phoneme(s) according to the following list: 
2.21.1. Nonsyllabic stems: -m—>-é—; -n—>-é—}; -nj—>-e—; -r—> 
-ré—}; -p—>-i—: 
=im—: %é—ti; u=zm—: 1=z6—ti; po=tn—: po=%—ti; 
=Zij—: #Z—ti; =mr—: mré—ti; na=sp—: na=si—ti. 
2.21.2. Monosyllabic stems: -enj—>-é—; -anj—>-e—; -un—>-lé—; 
-Zen—>-gna—; -er—>-ra—; -ar—>-r—; -olj—>-la—; -elj—>-le—; 
Sali—>sla—; -ov—>-va—; -oj—>-e—: 
penj—: pé—ti; Zanj—: 2é—ti; kim—: klé—ti; 
Zén—: gni—ti; bér—: bra—ti; tdr—: ti—ti; 
kélj—: kia—ti; mélj—: mlé—ti; salj—: sla—ti; 
zov—: zva—ti; poj—: pé—ti. 
2.30. LOOSELY CLOSED STEMS end in k, g, t, d, p, b, s, z; the terminal velars 
of closed full stems are dropped only before the infinitive desinence; full 
stems in dental stops are truncated before the tense suffix of the active 
participle (cf. 4.13); full stems in s, z or 5 are not truncated: 
pek—: pé—ti, pék—l-a; mog—: md—<i, mdg—l-a; 
mét—: més—ti, mé—l-a; véd—: vés—ti, vé—l-a; 
trés—: trés—ti, trés—l-a; -véz—: -vés—ti, -véz—l-a; 
gréeb—: grép—sti, gréb—l-a. 
2.31. A concomitant alternation occurs in stems with terminal dentals; 
the latter coalesce before the infinitive ending into s: 


mét—: més—ti; véd—: vés—ti; pad—: pas—ti; -véz—: -vés—ti. 


3. INTONATIONAL ALTERNATIONS 
3.1. The cardinal intonational alternation is between the infinitive and the 
present; the truncated, otherwise alternated (cf. 2.31) or non-vocalic 
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(cf. 2.21) stem alternant has a falling intonation, the full or vocalic 
alternant in principle a rising intonation. Thus we find in some 
POLYSYLLABIC (OPEN OR STRICTLY CLOSED) STEMS a short or long rising 
non-initial penultimate syllable in the infinitive and a rising accent on 
the preceding syllable in the truncated forms of the present or (if the 
penultimate syllable is at the same time the initial syllable), between a 
rising initial-penultimate syllable and a falling initial-penultimate syl- 
lable; stems having this alternation are called CARDINALLY ALTERNATING; 
they are, in this paper, written without indication of the intonation, but 
only with the indication of the long quantity. MONOSYLLABIC CARDINALLY 
ALTERNATING STEMS have as a rule a long rising accent in the present 
and a short falling accent in the infinitive. Monosyllabic stems which are 
not characterized by the cardinal alternation have, barring exceptions, 
in both the infinitive and the present a long or short rising accent or a 
short falling accent. The accent of NON-CARDINALLY ALTERNATING stems 
is included in their notation: 
igraj—: igra—ti, igr—a-m, igraj—a; civaj—: Siva—ti, ¢iv—a-m, 
cuvaj—i; vencavaj—: ventéava—ti, ventav—a-m, ventavaj—i; tonu—: 
tonu—ti, tén—é-m; nosi—: ndsi—ti, nds—i-m; griz—: gris—ti, 
griz—é-m; vide—: vide—ti, vid—i-m; Zive—: Zive—ti, Ziv—i-m; 
trés—: trés—ti, trés—é-m; plét—: plés—ti, plét—é-m; cij—: ci—ti, 
cij—é-m. 
3.11. Occurrence of the cardinal intonational alternation. Cardinally alter- 
nating verbs rarely occur together with non-cardinally-alternating verbs 
in the same type of stem. Non-cardinally-alternating verbs with a long 
falling accent are rare, so that a long falling intonation (in the present) 
is likely to belong to a cardinally alternating verb. 
3.11.1. POLYSYLLABIC STEMS IN -e— do not cardinally alternate except 
vole—. POLYSYLLABIC STEMS IN -@— AND -aj— with a LONG PENULTIMATE 
stem syllable and STEMS IN -nu—, -ova—, -iva— and -dva— always have 
a falling or retracted intonation in the present, mostly, in the case of 
-iva— and -dva— even always, due to cardinal alternation; POLYSYLLABIC 
STEMS IN -@— AND -aj— with a SHORT PENULTIMATE (rising) syllable (in 
the infinitive) and (POLYSYLLABIC) STEMS IN -i— may or may not alternate; 
however, the majority of such stems in -i— with short stem vocalism as 
do not alternate when not compounded have cardinally alternating 
compounds [the exceptionally few which do not alternate at all may be 
written (-)stem]. 
3.11.2. MONOSYLLABIC STEMS may or may not show cardinal alternation. 
3.11.3. Compound-cardinal-alternation. 'NON-SYLLABIC AND MONOSYL- 
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LABIC STEMS are often cardinally alternating, with the understanding that 
the alternation is between a rising final syllable of the preverb and a 
falling single syllable or rising penultimate syllable of the preverb; in a 
non-compounded non-syllabic stem the intonation is, depending on the 
stem, cardinally alternating or non-cardinally alternating with a short 
falling accent. 
3.11.31. When compound verbs have the falling as well as the rising 
alternant of the cardinal alternation on the [final syllable of the] preverb 
the preverb is separated from the stem by a double hyphen; if the single 
stem occurs separately, it may be written =—stem [the stem which does 
not occur alone could be written ( ) =stem]; since = denotes cardinal 
alternation of the compound, the intonation of the non-cardinally- 
alternating simplex can always be indicated in the usual manner. 
po=¢én—: pd=tn—e-m, po=té—ti ; o= Zm—: 6=Zm—4-m, 6=26—i; 
na=sp—: na=sp—é-m, na=si—ti; u=mr—: i=mr—é-m, 1 =mré— 
ti; =mr—: mr—é-m, mré—ti; oba=zr—: dba=zr—é-m, oba=zre— 
ti; ob=uj—: 5b=uj—é-m, db=u—ti. 
3.2. The initial intonational alternation. In three grammatical categories 
there may occur an alternation between a rising syllable, whether initial 
or elsewhere on the conjugational form, and a falling short syllable, even 
on the verbal prefix, usually followed by a long quantity of the juncture 
vowel (cf. 3.21.34 and 4.13.2). 
3.21. Its occurrence is limited, with a varying range of further restrictions 
for each of the three grammatical categories, to STEMS IN -a— AND -aj— 
which have NO LONG RISING VOCALISM, STEMS IN -”u— AND -i— (cf. 3.21.3), 
to CLOSED stems (cf. 3.21.34), and to the stems of 2.21 (cf. 3.21.24, 
5.34.12-3 and 5.35.2). 
3.21.1. The initial alternation occurs throughout the resultative participle 
(cf. also 3.21.24) of STEMS IN -aj— AND -a— if they have either the cardinal 
alternation or a non-cardinally-alternating short rising penultimate: 
véncaj—: vénta—n, raz-ventéa—n ; igraj—: igra—n, iz-igra—n; ora—: 
6ra—n, iiz-ora—n; iska—: iska—n, za-iska—n; pdja—: pdja—n, 
5-poja—n; kupova—: kipova—n, nd-kupovéa—n; séja—: séja—n, 
po-seja—n. 
3.21.2. In the active participle the conditions of 3.21.1 apply, with the 
understanding that 
3.21.21. STEMS IN -ova— have the initial alternation regularly; 
3.21.22. STEMS IN -aj— have it only when compounded; 
3.21.23.1. the NON-CARDINALLY-ALTERNATING STEMS IN -a— have the 
initial alternation regularly; 
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3.21.23.2. the CARDINALLY ALTERNATING STEMS IN -a— are divided in 

verbs that alternate always and two other types: 

3.21.23.21. such stems [which may be written: (“)-stem] as have the 

initial alternation only in the compounds and 

3.21.23.22. such stems as do not have the alternation at all [which may 

be written: (-)-stem].® 
kupova—: kiipova—l-a, na-kupova—l-a; véndaj—: vénta—l-a, raz- 
ventéa—l-a; igraj—: igra—l-a, iz-igra—l-a; sméja—: sméja—l-a se, 
na-smeja—l-a se; kdja—: kaja—l-a, pd-kaja—l-a; ora—: 6ra—t-a, 
iiz-ora—t-a; (“)-iska—: iska—l-a, z4-iska—l-a; (-)-grokta—: grodkta— 
l-a, za-grokta—l-a; 

3.21.24. The initial alternation occurs also in the active participle and 

the resultative participle of compounds of NON-SYLLABIC and MONO- 

SYLLABIC STEMS (cf. 5.34.12-3 and 5.35.2). 

3.21.3. In the 2,3 aorist 

3.21.31. STEMS IN -i— have the initial alternation always; 

3.21.32. the POLYSYLLABIC STEMS IN -mu—, -ova— AND -aj— have the 

initial alternation if they have no cardinal alternation of a long vocalism; 

3.21.33. the STEMS IN -a—, with the understanding that the conditions of 

3.21.32 remain applicable, are moreover divided according to the criteria 

set forth 3.21.23.2. 

3.21.34. CLOSED STEMS which have either the CARDINAL ALTERNATION OF 

@ NON-CARDINALLY ALTERNATING RISING VOCALISM have the initial 

alternation in the aorist, but the juncture vowel is long only if it belongs 

to the stem. However, cardinally alternating compounds of non- 

cardinally-alternating stems in -/— with a maximally diffuse vocalism 

do not have the initial alternation in the 2,3 aorist except those five stems 

which have the initial alternation also when non-compounded (cf. 

5.32.2). 
kupova—: kiipova, na-kupova; vénéaj—: véntéa, raz-venta; igraj—: 
igra, za-igra; ora—: dra, iiz-ora; (~)-iska—: iska, za-iska; (-)-grokta—: 
grokta, za-grdkta; sméja—: sméja se, nd-smeja se; kdja—: kaja, 
po-kaja; trés—: trés—e, is-trés—e; plét—: plét—e, 5-plet—e; legnu— 
(cf. 5.31.1): léZ—e, za-léZ—e; séd—: séd—e, za-sed—e; =bij—: 
raz=bi (cf. raz—bij—é-m, raz=bi—ti); =krij—: ot=kri. 

3.3. The alternations in the various conjugational categories are easily 

stated in terms of the cardinal alternation: 

3.31. The RESULTATIVE PARTICIPLE (cf. 4.15) follows the falling alternant 


5 This type is limited to stems denoting sounds [excepting (-)-stuka— se] and having, 
before the final -a—, a cluster ending in f. 
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(cf. however 3.21.1) excepting stems in -i— with a short penultimate stem 
syllable, which alternate ALWAYS: 

Ctivaj— : &iva—n ; veza—: véza—n ; nosi— : nds—en ; lmi—: l6mlj—en; 
3.32. The ACTIVE PARTICIPLE (cf. 4.13) follows the infinitive (see, how- 
ever, 3.21.2): 

pisa—: pisa—l-a; Cuvaj—: tiva—l-a; tonu—: tonu—l-a; nosi—: 

ndsi—l-a; trés—: trés—l-a; gréb—: gréb—l-a; cij—: ti—1-a. 

3.33. The aorist follows the infinitive (see, however, 3.21.3; for examples, 
cf. 4.12). 

3.34. The IMPERFECT follows the 1 sg. present (for examples, cf. 4.23). 
3.35. The PRESENT ADVERB follows the 3 pl. present, with the following 
exceptions (for examples, cf. 4.21.1): 

3.35.1. polysyllabic open stems with a long initial vowel and cardinal 
alternation have a rising intonation on the initial syllable; 

3.35.2. Cardinally alternating non-syllabic stems, monosyllabic stems 
with an applicable alternant in -r— (cf. 2.21 and 5.13.6), monosyllabic 
stems in -i— and bisyllabic non-cardinally-alternating stems with a short 
rising intonation which end either in -e— or in the group ‘acute compact 
consonant (which may be followed by a dental stop) or -/— + -a—’ 
have a long rising juncture vowel. 

3.36. The PAST ADVERB follows the infinitive with the understanding that 
the juncture vowel is always long (for examples, cf. 4.14). 

3.37. The IMPERATIVE follows before a desinence beginning with zero the 
intonation of the present (but the last vowel of the stem is always long); 
otherwise, the intonation of the infinitive is followed (for examples, 
cf. 4.22). 


4. DESINENTIAL ALTERNATIONS. 
4.1. INCONSISTENTLY TRUNCATING DESINENCES. 
4.11. The infinitive desinence is —ti~ —di (after stems ending in a velar)*® 
~ —sti (after a labial stop; cf. however 2.30): 
civaj—: Siva—ti; cuj—: ti—ti; peék—: pé—<i; mog—: md—<i; 
gréb—: grép—sti. 
4.12. The aorist has a suffix —e-, denoting the tense, followed by a suffix 
denoting person and number: | sg. -h, 2, 3 sg. -a, 1 pl. -smo, 2 pl. -ste, 
3 pl. -Se; the suffix —s- alternates with —o- (~ —e- in the 2,3 sg.) after 
loosely closed stems: 


* After —di, only the enclytic variant of the periphrastic future formant occurs, the 
agglutinative variant being excluded. 
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vide—: vide—h; tonu—: tonu—h; nosi—: ndsi—h; 
diZa—: dtZa—h; véza—: véza—h; étivaj—: tiva—h; 
cij—: ti—h; plet—: plét—o-h; trés—: trés—o-h; 
gréb—: gréb—o-h; pék—: pék—o-h. 


4.13. The active participle has a tense suffix —s- (after vocalic stems, 
strictly closed stems and stems ending in non-clustered dental stops) 
(~ —a- after full loosely closed stems) followed by the person/gender 
suffix -o for the msc. sg., the tense suffix —v- alternating with the tense 
suffix —/- before other person/gender suffixes (-a for fem. sg., -o for 
neuter sg., -i for msc. pl., -e for fem. pl., -a for neuter pl.); 
4.13.1. when the desinences —ao or —vo begin with the second syllable, 
the initial syllable has a falling intonation; 
4.13.2. the juncture vowel before -o can never be long (cf. 3.2). 
vide—: vide—o, vide—1-a; stan—: sti—o, sti—l-a; vendaj—: vénta—o, 
vénta—l-a ; igraj—: igra—o, igra—l-a; plét—: plé—o, plé—l-a; rdst—: 
rast—a-o, ras—l-a; gréb—: gréb—a-o, gréb—l-a; trés—: trés—a-o, 
trés—l-a; ora—: dra-o, dra—l-a; mét—: mé—o, mé—1-a. 
4.14. The preterite adverb has a desinence —v-si (~—y), alternating with 
—4v-§i (~—div) after loosely closed stems. The juncture vowel is long: 


vide—: vidé—v-Si; tonu—: toni—v-Si; nosi—: ndsi—v-%i; 

diZa—: dtZa—v-Si; véza—: véza—v-Si; Civaj—: Siva—v-Si; 
cij—: ti—v-3i; plet—: plét—av-8i; trés—: trés—Av-3i; 

gréb—: gréb—av-8i; pék—: pék—Av-8i. 


4.15. The resultative participle has the suffix —t-~—ven-~—en-~—n- 
followed by number/gender/case/definiteness suffixes; the juncture vowel 
before the non-syllabic alternants is long. 
4.15.1. —-+1- is the automatic alternant after stems in -nu— and the stems 
of 2.21 (cf., however, 4.15.4); moreover, it is a stylistic alternant of the 
suffixes —ven-, —en- and —n- (cf. 5.22, 5.21, 4.15.4). 
4.15.2. —ven- (which is always preceded by a rising short vocalism) is 
the automatic (that is, stylistically unmarked) alternant after mono- 
syllabic stems in -/— with a maximally diffuse vocalism; —t- occurs as a 
stylistic alternant. 
4.15.3. —en- is the automatic alternant after other stems except after 
stems in -a—, -aj— or the stem alternants in -a—. 
4.15.4. —n- is the automatic alternant after stems in -a—, -aj— and the 
stem alternants in -a—; insofar as these stems or stem alternants are 
monosyllabic, —f- occurs as a stylistic alternant. 

dignu—: digni—t, digni—t-a; zmj—: 2€—t, 26—t-a; Zm—: 26, 
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2é—t-a; na=cn—: na=—té—t, nd=—té—t-a; kan—: klé—t, klé—t-a; 
cuj—: ti—ven, tu—vén-a (Ci—t, ti—t-a); sij—: Si—ven, Si—vén-a 
(Si—t, Si—t-a); plét—: plét—en; trés—: trés—en; gréb—: gréb—en; 
pek—: pé&—en; vide—: vid—en; nosi—: nds—en; d?Za—: d?za—n; 
véza—: vézi—n; Civaj—: tiva—n; Ccitaj—: tita—n; igraj—: igra—n; 
kélj—: kla—n, kla—n-a; (kla—t, kla—t-a); bér—: bra—n, bra—n-a 
(bra—t, bra—t-a); zov—: zva—n, zva—n-a (zva—t, zva—t-a); zndj—: 
zna—n, zna—n-a (zna—t, zna—t-a). 
4.20. VOCALIC DESINENCES. 
4.21. The present has the tense suffix —i-. —o- or —é- followed by the 
number/person suffixes -m, -s, -0, -mo, -ste; the entire desinence starting 
with —i- being commutable with —é -o, the entire desinence starting with 
—#- or —é- being commutable with —i-o in the 3 pl. The tense suffix 
—i- occurs after vocalic stems ended by an acute vowel or by the group 
‘acute compact consonant (which may be followed by a dental stop) 
or j + a’; —#- occurs after stems in -aj— and -ej—, and —- in all other 
cases. The juncture vowel is always long: 


Zive—: Ziv—i-m; vide—: vid—i-m; 

nosi—: nds—i-m; bole—: bdl—i-m; 

Civaj—: tiva—m, tivaj—i; drza—: diz—i-m; 

citaj—: Sita—m, titaj—i; igraj—: igra—m, igraj—a; 
tonu—: t6n—é-m, tén—i; umej—: tmé—m, umej—i; 
trés—: trés—é-m, trés—i; plet—: plét—é-m, plét—i; 
pek—: pet—é-m, pék—i; gréeb—: gréb—é-m, gréb—i; 
pij—: pij—é-m, pij—i; stan—: stin—é-m, stan—i. 


4.21.1. The present adverb is formed by the tense suffix of the 3 pl. 
present —i- ~ —é- followed by -di: 


Zive—: Ziv—é-Ci; bdle—: bdl—€-Ci; vide—: vid—é-€i; 
nosi—: nds—é-Ci;  ciivaj—: Sivaj—i-ci; igraj—: igraj—i-ci; 
citaj—: Staj—i-ci; tonu—: tdén—i-¢i; plet—: plét—i-¢i; 
trés—: trés—ii-ti; gréb—: gréb—i-ci; péek—: pék—i-Ci; 
pisa—: pis—i-Ci; hvali—: hval—é-¢ci; Zm—: Zm—i-Ci; 
vré—: vr—u-¢i; sni—: sn—é€-Ci; Zéle—: Zel—é€-Ci; 
drZa—: drz—é-¢i (dtZ—e-€i) ; stdja: stoj—é-Ci. 


4.22. The imperative has the suffix —i-, denoting the mood, alternating 
with —e- after stems ending in -j—, -ja—, and, if not immediately 
preceded by a long syllable, -ji—; the syllable before the alternant —#- 
is long. The modal suffix is followed by the person/number suffix, -¢ 
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for the singular, -te for the plural, -mo for a plurality including the 
speaker. 
Zive—: Ziv—i; vide—: vid—i; nosi—: nos—i; drza—: diz—i; 
véza—: véZ—i; dignu—: dign—i; plét—: plét—i; cijj—: Cij; 
trés—: trés—i; gréb—: gréb—i; pék—: péc—i; Citaj—: Utaj; 
bij—: bij; znaj—: znaj; Ctivaj—: Sivaj; tdji—: taji; 
igraj—: igraj; bdja—: bédj se; kroji—: krdj. 
4.23. The imperfect has the suffix —a-, denoting tense, followed by 
number/person suffixes: 1 sg. -h, 2, 3 sg. -Se, 1 pl. -smo, 2 pl. -ste, 3 pl. 
-hu. The tense suffix —a- alternates with —g- after stems in -a— and 
-aj— and with —ija-’ after loosely closed stems and monosyllabic stems 
in -r—, -n— and -v—.® The juncture vowel before —#- is long: 
Zive—: Zivlj—a-h; vide—: vid—a-h; nosi—: nds—a-h; 
drZa—: dtza—h; véza—: véza—h; tonu—: ténj—a-h; 
cij—: tij—a-h; bij—: bij—a-h; znaj—: zna—h; 
citaj—: Sta—h; igraj—: igra—h; Cavaj—: tiva—h; 
pléet—: plét—ija-h; trés—: trés—ija-h; gréb—: gréb—ija-h; 
pek—: péc—ija-h. 


5. EXCEPTIONS. 
5.1. SPECIAL ALTERNATIONS OF THE STEM. 
5.11. Absence of ‘jotovanje’. 
5.11.1. The stems rva—, reva—, jeéba—, greéba—, when truncated, undergo 
no ‘jotovanje’. 
?Fva—: tv—é-m. 

5.11.2. The stem tkd— has a 3 pl. present and present adverb without 
‘jotovanje’. 

tka—: tk—O, tk—i-Ci. 
5.12. Deviate dropping of -nu—. 
5.12.1. The stems leg—, rek—, séd— have in the present a stylistically 
unmarked alternant legnu—, reknu—, sédnu—. 
5.12.2. The stem pdd— has in the present and the imperative the alternant 
padnu—. 
5.13.1. -nés—~ =né—. The loosely closed stem -nés— alternates before 
inconsistently truncating endings with =né— which behaves, in that it 
has the compound-cardinal-intonation and takes —t- in the resultative 
7 In some descriptions given as stylistically alternating with —d-. 


® The monosyllabic stems in -r-— and -v— may form their imperfect also with their 
vocalic stem alternant. 
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participle, as a nonsyllabic stem. The stem -nés— occurs, however, as a 
free alternant in the aorist, the past adverb and the resultative participle. 
5.13.2. The non-truncated stem of stdja— may also be staja—. 

5.13.3. Consonantal r~ vocalic r. The nonsyllabic stems in -r— except 
zr— have before the desinences of the active participle, the preterite 
adverb and the resultative participle an alternant with a vocalic -r—. 


mr—: mi—o, mf—l-a. 


5.13.4. daj—, zndj— ~ dad—, zndd—. 

The stems daj— and zndj— have a stylistic alternant dad— and zndd— 
in the aorist and the imperfect, and in the present the stylistic alternant 
ddd— and zndd—. In the 3 pl. present the alternant déd— is stylistically 
unmarked. 

5.13.5. htéj— ~ hdé— ~ hote— ~ hdée—. The stem Atéj— alternates 
with hdé— in the present and Adte— in the present adverb;*® however, 
the 3 pl. present is formed from a stem hdde—. The juncture vowel is 
short in the 1,2 plural. The intonation of the present is rising in all 
forms except 2,3 sg. 

5.13.51. The defective negational compound ne-¢— has only a present: 
né-¢—u, né-¢—e-5, né-c—e, né-C—e-mo, né-é—e-te, né-¢—é. 

5.13.6. vwre—, zré— ~ wr—, zr—. The stems vwré— and zré— have in 
the 3 pl. present and the present adverb the automatic alternant vr— 
and zr—; the latter occurs as a stylistic variant in the other forms of the 
present. 

5.13.7 The stem ik—~id—~is—. The infinitive stem ik— alternates 
with a stem id— in all other conjugational forms except the preterite 
adverb and the active participle, which have a stem ij— (with the under- 
standing that the intonation rules of 3.3 prevail). The imperfect has 
‘jotovanje’. 

The compounds have the compound-cardinal-alternation. In these com- 
pounds the terminal vowel of the preverb is lengthened; if the preverb 
ends in a consonant it receives an inserted long terminal vowel i (~i 
before =s—). The stem alternants are =kK—, =d—, =5—. Instead of 
i, the usually stylistically marked vowel alternant d occurs stylistically 
unmarked in iza=k—-: iza-¢i. 

5.13.71. The rule of 4.13.1 does not apply to is—. 

5.13.72. The stylistically marked alternants of the compounds of i—¢i 
can be given only in an enumeration based upon semantic criteria which 


* Danitié, op. cit., p. 130 gives besides hot—é-Ci also hot—é-<i. 
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take into account dialect phenomena. For a sheer list, cf. Daniti¢é 
op. cit. 107-109. 

5.13.81. The defective stem bij—{esse), which occurs in the infinitive, the 
aorist, the active participle, the resultative participle (only in compounds) 
and the preterite adverb, alternates with the suppletive stem biid— in the 
present of the (im)perfective aspect, the present adverb and the imperative. 
The compounds have compound-cardinal-alternation. 

5.13.81.1. The present adverb has a long rising juncture vowel. 
5.13.82. The imperfect has two forms, one from the stem bé— followed 
by the zero alternant of the tense suffix, one from the stem béj— (followed 
by the tense suffix alternant —<-). 

5.13.83. The imperfective present of the verb ‘to be’ is jé-s—a-m, jé-s—i, 
jé-s—+t, jé-s—mo, jé-s—te, jé-s—u; the enclytic forms are: s—a-m, 
s—i, je, s—mo, s—te, s—u. 

5.13.84. The only cognate is ni-s—a-m, ni-s—i; ni-je, ni-s—mo, ni-s—te, 
ni-s—u. 

5.2. SPECIAL DESINENTIAL ALTERNATIONS. 

5.21. Unpredictable occurrence of —en. The stems vij—, pij—, bij— 
(percutere) and bij— (esse) have in the resultative participle the suffix 
—en-; —t- occurs as a stylistic alternant (cf. 4.15). 

5.22. Unpredictable occurrence of —ven. The stems tdr— and mélj— 
take the desinence —ven in the resultative participle; tf—t occurs as a 
stylistically marked alternant. 

5.23. Unpredictable occurrence of tense suffix -i— and desinence —é¢i. 
The stems stéja—, bdja—, drhta— and spa— have the present tense 
suffix —i- and in the present adverb the desinence —édi. 

5.24. I sg. present desinence —u. The stems mog— and hdte— have in 
the 1 sg. present the desinence —u. 

5.25. Unpredictable occurrence of the imperative desinence —i. The stem 
broji— forms its imperative in —i. 

5.3. INTONATIONAL ALTERNATIONS. 

5.31. Mirror image of cardinal alternation. 

5.31.1. There is a reversed alternation between the infinitive and the 
present in the stems rek—, mog— and legnu—, which have a short rising 
infinitive and a short falling present; however the 1 sg. mdg—u follows 
the infinitive. 

5.31.2. The vocalic alternants of the stems zov— and poj— (which, when 
consonantal, are short and rising) (cf. 2.21.2) have a short falling 
intonation. 
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5.32. Deviations in the occurrence of the initial alternation in the 2,3 sg. 
aorist (cf. 3.21.34). 
5.32.1. Contrary to the rules given in 3.21.34 the stem dminaj— does 
not have initial alternation in the 2,3 aorist, whereas the stems sjaj—, 
zjaj—, ékaj— and sa-zdaj—* have the initial alternation in 2,3 sg. aorist. 
5.32.2. Five stems in -/— with a maximally diffuse vocalism have the 
initial alternation in the 2,3 aorist, whether they are compounded or not: 
vij—, lij—, pij—, ob=uj—, bij— (esse): 
vij—: vi; oba-vij—: dba-vi; lij—: li; po-lij: pd-li; ob=uj—: db-i. 
5.33. Intonation of the aorist. 
The stems gf[t]nu— and kré[t]nu— have in the aorist alternant with 
dropped -nu— a short falling intonation. 
gi[t]nu—: git—o-h, git—e; kré[t]nu—: krét—o-h, krét—e. 
5.34.1. Intonation of the active participle. 
5.34.11. The stems of 2.21 retain in ALL non-compound forms of the 
active participle with a non-zero gender/number suffix the intonation 
alternant of the infinitive (cf. 3.1) 
5.34.11.1. except the stems in -er— and -ov—, which have in these forms 
a long rising intonation; 
5.34.12. all these stems have in ALL compound forms of the active par- 
ticiple the initial alternation. 
kun—: klé—l-a, klé—o; Zm—: 2é—l-a, 2%—o; 
- bér—: bra—l-a, bria—o; zov—: zva—l-a, zvi—o. 


5.34.13. The rule of 5.34.11 applies also to simple as well as compound 
forms of the active participle of four monosyllabic stems in -j— (vij—, 
pij—, bij—, daj—) and the defective stem, bij— (esse). 


pro-kun—: pré-kle—o, prd-klé—l-a; 

sa=im—: sa-Ze—o, sa-28—1-a; 

sa-bér—: sa-bra—o, sd-bra—t-a; 

oda-zov—: dda-zva—o, dda-zva—l-a; 

pij—: pi—l-a, pi—o, pé-pi—o, pé-pi—l-a; 

daj—: da—l-a, di—o, pré-da—o, prd-da—l-a. 
5.34.2. Long juncture vowel in the active participle. The forms with a 
non-zero gender/number suffix of the active participle of three-syllabic 


and four-syllabic stems in -ova— with a short falling initial intonation 
have a long juncture vowel. 


10 Danitié, op. cit., p. 171 gives eight more, but they are hardly ever used. 
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vérova—: vérova—l-a; vdjvodova—: vdjvodova—l-a. 


5.35. Intonation of the resultative participle. 
5.35.1. Monosyllabic closed stems with a consistently short vocalism have 
in such non-definite forms of syllabic suffix alternants of the resultative 
participle as have no zero person/number/case/definiteness suffix a short 
rising intonation on the juncture vowel. The same stems have a short 
rising intonation on the first stem syllable of the other forms of the 
resultative participle. 
nés—: nes—én-a, nes—én-o, nes—én-i, nés—en; 
pek—: pet—én-a, pet—én-o, pet—én-i, péé—en. 

5.35.2. The stems of 2.21 have the initial alternation in the compounded 
forms of the resultative participle with a non-syllabic suffix; the same 
applies to the compound forms of the resultative participle with a non- 
syllabic suffix of the monosyllabic stems in -j—. 

=dr—: raz-dr—t; =én—: pdté—t; daj—: prd-da—t, prd-da—n; 

bij—: raz-bi—t; ob=uj—: 5b-i—t. 
5.35.3. The stem pds— does not alternate in the resultative participle. 
5.36. Intonation of the present. In the bisyllabic desinences of the present 
the juncture vowel may have a long rising intonation if the stem has a 
non-cardinally-alternating short rising penultima or a short rising mono- 
syllabic non-cardinally-alternating vocalism in the present; in the bi- 
syllabic desinences of the present the juncture vowel must have a long 
rising intonation if it constitutes the first syllable of the present. 

Zéle—: Z21—i-mo, Zel—i-mo; véncéaj—: véntééa—mo, ventéa—mo; 

plet—: plét—é-mo, plet—é-mo; vre—: vr—i-mo; zndj—: znd—mo; 

mr—: mr—é€-mo. 
5.37. The intonation of the imperative. 
5.37.1. The non-syllabic stems of 2.21.1 have a short falling vocalism 
in the imperative, the monosyllabic stems of 2.21.2 a short rising vo- 
calism. 
5.37.2. The bisyllabic open stems ending in the group ‘compact acute 
consonant (which may be followed by a dental stop) + a’ with a short 
vocalism have a short falling intonation. 

kun—: kin—i; penj—: pénj—i; d?zZa—: diz—i; bezZa—: béz—i; 
leza—: léZz—i. 














THE VOCALIC SYSTEMS OF MODERN STANDARD SLOVENIAN 


by 
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Indiana University 


Modern Standard Slovenian provides an example of two coexisting 
phonemic norms of which one is the more conservative and is losing 
ground, and the other is innovating and is now generally accepted. The 
two norms under discussion concern the vowel systems, of which one 
has distinctive tone (or pitch), and the other lacks this prosodic dis- 
tinction. Since the disappearance of phonemic tone has its parallel in 
the history of various Slavic languages and in contemporary Serbo- 
Croatian and Slovenian dialects, where tone has either been eliminated 
or is in the process of elimination,’ the Standard Slovenian development 
may be viewed as a special case of this widespread diachronic tendency 
in Slavic accentology. 

The more conservative vowel system of Standard Slovenian, the history 
and principles of which have been described by a number of Slovenian 
and foreign linguists,” utilizes the prosodic features of tone and quantity. 
This system is based on the accentually conservative central dialects of 
Krajna. The vowel system of Lower Krajna lay at the basis of the literary 
language from the times of P. Trubar, and was replaced in the XIX 
century by that of Upper Krajna, which was codified as the norm by 
Kopitar. The modern Standard language is, on the other hand, accent- 
ually closer to the peripheral dialects which (with the exception of some 


1 For the Serbo-Croatian dialects without phonemic tone, cf. P. Ivi¢, Dijalektologija 
Srpskohrvatskog jezika (1956), pp. 100, 157, 189, 210; M. Hraste, ““Osobine suvremene 
rapske akcentuacije”’, Zbornik Instituta za historijske nauke u Zadru (1955), pp. 165- 
175; M. Matecki, ““Gwary Ciciéw a ich pochodzenie”, Lud Slowianski, Vol. I A (1929- 
1930), p. 36-37; and for the Slovenian dialects, F. Ramov8, Kratka Zgodovina Slovens- 
kega Jezika (1936), pp. 123-137. 

* Of special importance are the works of M. Valjavec, “Glavne totke o naglasu 
knjiZevne slovenStine”’, Rad Jugoslavenske Akademije Znanosti i Umjetnosti, Vol. 132 
(1897), pp. 116 ff.; P. S. Skrabec, “‘O glasu in naglasu”, Jezikoslovni Spisi, Vol. I (1916); 
L. Tesniére, “L’accent slovéne et le timbre des voyelles”, Revue des Etudes Slaves, 
Vol. IX (1929), pp. 89 ff.; F. Ramov8, “Relativna kronologija slovenskih akcentskih 
pojavov”, Slavistiéna Revija, Vol. Ill (1950), pp. 16 ff. 
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areas in Carinthia) have undergone considerable innovations in their 
vocalism as a result of the loss of distinctive tone. The statement found 
in various linguistic studies, that contemporary Slovenian is a polytonic 
language,* is therefore an oversimplification which equates the more 
archaic Standard language with the present-day prevailing norm, as well 
as with the majority of the modern Slovenian dialects. 

The older literary norm (which we may call the Valjavec-PleterSnik 
system)* has an inventory of 18 vocalic phonemes, which are opposed 
to each other through inherent and prosodic features. The inherent 
vocalic features are: 1) compact/diffuse, 2) grave/acute, and 3) tense/lax. 
In traditional terms, this system has four degrees of opening, including 
in addition a central vowel /2/, which is neither grave nor acute. The 
above oppositions are implemented in the seven long rising vowels 
A, &, , 4, 5, §, O/*. These are found in forms such as /zima/ “winter”, 
/téme/ “skull”, /vréme/ “weather”, /kriva/ “cow”, /kéza/ “goat”, /k$Za/ 
“skin”, and /diia/ “soul”. The phonemic opposition between /é, 6/ and 
/¢, $/ can further be illustrated by the following minimal pairs: /2Zénin/ 
“bridgeroom” vs. /Zénin/ (adj.) “of the wife”, /péten/ (adj.) “‘singable”’ vs. 
/péten/ “of the foot” ; /réka/ (gen. sg.) “fixed term, fate” vs. /t$ka/ “hand”, 
/gésta/ (fem. adj.) “dense” vs. /g$sta/ (gen. sg.) “guest”. The opposition 
between closed and open (tense/lax) vowels is neutralized in the long falling 
vowels’ and in the short vowels, of which there are respectively five /i, é, 4, 
6,0/ and six /i, e, a, 9, 0, u/. The vocalic inventory thus consists of 12 long 
and 6 short vowels. The syllabic sonant /f/ is likewise involved in the 
short/long and rising/falling opposition, increasing the number of syllabic 
phonemes to a total of 21. Quantity and tone are in this system inter- 
dependent in the sense that only long vowels may carry tone-distinctions. 


* Cf. A. Isatenko, “‘Versuch einer Typologie der slavischen Sprachen”, Linguistica 
Slovaca, Vol. I (1939), pp. 64 ff.; R. Jakobson, Slavic Languages, 2nd ed. (1955), 
pp. 15-16; K. Hordlek, Uvod do studia slovanskych jazykii (1955), p. 142. 

* Most of the illustrative material here for the tone-distinctions is drawn from the 
dictionary of M. PleterSnik, Slovensko-nemski Slovar, Vol. I-II (1894-1895), which 
reflects the literary norm as it was formulated by Valjavec. 

5 Cf. N. Trubetzkoy, Principes de Phonologie (1949), p. 124. Spectographic evidence 
(based on the analysis of tape-recordings of Standard Slovenian speech) indicates that 
/a/ is a low, unrounded, and somewhat fronted vowel. 

§ The following graphic symbols are used throughout the exposition: ‘ rising tone; 
* falling tone; | (before a vowel) stress; ~ (above a vowel) length; the forms in slants 
are in phonemic transcription, the italicized forms are in conventional Slovenian 


spelling. 

” The open vowels /¢, ¢/ with a falling tone may occur in child language, e.g. in the 
diminutive forms rgkca “hand”, nggca “leg”, lgnéak “pot”, St. Slov. rfkica, négica 
(or rocica, nozica), I{ncak and in “quotation words”; cf. Skrabec (op. cit.), p. 40 ff. 
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The rising/falling opposition can be examplified by such pairs as: 
/pisma/ (gen. sg.) “letter” vs. /pisma/ (nom.-acc. pl.), /Siba/ “rod” vs 
[Siba/ “he flogs’”’; /pét/ (gen. pl. )“foot” vs. /pét/ “five”, /léta/ “he flies” 
vs. /léta/ (nom.-acc.) “years”; /matka/ (gen. sg.) “tom-cat” vs. /matka/ 
“cat”, /vrata/ “door” vs. /vrata/ (gen. sg.) “neck”; /pét/ “road” vs. /pot/ 
“sweat”, /kési/ “he eats” vs. /kdsi/ (nom.-acc. pl.) “pieces”; /kipa/ 
“cup” vs. /kipa/ (gen. sg.) “purchase”, /fim/ “reason” vs. /razim/ 
“reason”; /gfda/ (fem. adj.) “ugly” vs. /(iz) gfda/ “at worst”, /stfm/ 
(adj.) “steep” vs. /stfm/ “precipice”’. 

The occurrence of a rising tone on a non-final /o/, as in bdzag “elder- 
tree”, ddzja (gen. sg.) “rain”, mdzag “mule”, sdmanj “market”, déska 
“board”, mdgla “fog”, tsma “darkness”’, stdza “path”, which was accept- 
ed by some grammarians (such as Breznik) was generally considered 
incorrect for the Standard language and did not find its way into the 
dictionary of PleterSnik. But since all the above forms admit free 
variants with a falling (final) tone, i.e. bazag, dazja, mazag, samanj, daska, 
magla, tama, stazd, the rising/falling opposition in short vowels is a 
stylistic and marginal phenomenon, the more so that in no position is 
there a contrast between the rising /3/, which cannot occur on a final 
syllable, and the falling /a/ which is restricted to the final syllable of a 
word. The position of stress is in this system contextually regulated: 
it is concomitant with any long vowel (of which a word can have no 
more than one), in the absence of which it falls on the final syllable. 
This fact accounts also for the restriction of the long/short opposition 
to the final syllable of a word (or monosyllabic words), for only in this 
position can there be phonemic contrast between forms which share a 
falling tone but differ in quantity; e.g.: /lik/ “bast” vs. /lik/ “figure’’, 
/lew/ “lion” vs. /léw/ (adj.) “left’’, /grop/ “tomb” vs. /grop/ “coarse’’, 
/grat/ “hail” vs. /grat/ “castle”, /vrx/ “above” vs. /vix/ “peak”, /oboj/ 
“mounting” vs. /obdj/ “both”, /golen/ “unripe, green” vs. /golén/ 
“shank”, /nakup/ “aggregate” vs. /nakip/ “purchase”’. 

The above system is not obligatory any longer as the standard norm. 
The majority of educated speakers dispense with tone distinctions and 
can hardly perceive them. The modern prescriptive grammars and 
dictionaries take cognizance of this state of affairs, which has existed 


8 In the Ist edition of his Slovenska slovnica (1916), A. Breznik introduced even the 
accentual symbols * and “ to distinguish a short rising from a short falling tone,which 
he abandoned in the later editions of his grammar. Skrabec considered the rising short 
accent faulty and dialectal, recommending only the final short accent as the older and 
proper literary pronunciation; op. cit., p. 27. 
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for a long time (some well known linguists and poets, like Miklosich, 
Vraz, ASkerc, ignored tone differences) by omitting any discussion of 
tone with the stipulation that it can be used by speakers who have tone 
distinctions in their own dialect (referring obviously to speakers from 
Krajna, since the tone patterns of other dialects differ considerably 
from the Valjavec-Pletersnik norm). The first to point out the fact that 
modern Slovenian cannot be considered any more a polytonic language 
was Tesniére, who writes in the conclusion of his diachronic study: 
“L’accent slovéne est actuellement un accent d’intensité et ce que l’on 
appelle, d’un terme discutable, l’intonation y est une variation de l’inten- 
sité sur la méme voyelle.””® 

While Tesniére emphasized the function of stress in the modern 
vowel system, the recent prescriptive grammars speak of quantity and 
stress.” According to these works, the Standard language has 7 long 
(stressed) vowels and 12 short vowels of which 6 are stressed and 6 un- 
stressed. Upon closer examination it appears, however, that these de- 
scriptions lack a structural approach, and that they do not distinguish 
between redundant and distinctive features. 

The loss of phonemic tone did not alter the function of quantity in 
the modern vowel system. As in the older system, the quantitative 
opposition is implemented in final position (and in monosyllabic words), 
as in /lik:lik/, /lew:léw/, /grop:grép/, /golen:golén/, etc. The loss of 
tone led, however, to an increase of lexical and grammatical homonyms, 
which are in the older system differentiated as rising/falling; e.g. /pdt/ 
“road” and “sweat”; /pisma/ “letter” (gen. sg. and nom.-acc. pl.); 
/vrata/ “door” and “neck” (gen. sg.); /Siba/ “rod” and “he flogs”’, etc. 
In the new system, the position of stress remained also essentially un- 
altered: it is concomitant with length, or it falls on the final syllable of 
a word if there are no long vowels. It would therefore appear that in 
this system quantity is distinctive, whereas stress is predictable (redun- 
dant or configurative). The modern vocalic inventory would thus consist 
of 7 long and 6 short vowels. The situation is, however, more complex. 


* Op. cit., pp. 117-118. One of the arguments of Tesniére to prove that in Standard 
Slovenian tone was replaced by stress is the reduction of vowels in unstressed position. 
This argument is not convincing, however. In some systems which employ phonemic 
stress (such as Western Bulgarian or Eastern Ukrainian), there is no vowel-reduction, 
whereas some Slovenian dialects which retained phonemic tone show a far advanced 
vowel reduction. 

© ~6Cf. M. Rupel Slovensko pravoredcje (1946), pp. 21-31; A. Bajec, R. Kolarit, M. 
Rupel, Slovenska Slovnica (1956), pp. 17-20; and Slovenski Pravopis (ed. by the 
Slovenian Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1950), pp. 54-56. 
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One of the consequences of the loss of phonemic tone has been the 
elimination of the syllabic /r/, which carried tonal and quantitative 
distinctions. In the modern system /f/ resulted in the sequence /or/ or 
/are/ (the latter before sonorants /n, m, 1, w/), which is inherently short™ 
and which may carry the stress also in non-final position. Besides forms 
with a final stress, as in /port'it/ “napkin”, /borl'ok/ “den”, /porS'i/ “it 
drizzles”, there are numerous forms with a compulsory internal stress, 
as /x'orpten/ “dorsal’’, /p'orvi/ “first”, /m'arva/ “fodder”’, /z'orno/ “grain”, 
etc. Thus the position of stress is unpredictable and may have a distinctive 
function, as in the following (partially minimal and minimal) pairs: 
/s'orca/ (nom.-acc. pl.) vs. /serc'a/ (gen. sg.) “heart”; /b'orzi/ (imper.) 
“hurry” vs. /borz'i/ “he hurries’; /p'orti/ (pl.) “linen” vs. /port'ié/ 
“napkin” ; /k'orpel/ (gen. pl.) “snow-shoes” vs. /kerp'el/ “mite of birds” ; 
/k'arze/ (acc. pl.) “corn-cob” vs. /kerZ'e/ “spotted ox’’; /l'aska/ (gen. sg.) 
“lustre, brightness” vs. /losk'a/ (or /l'oska/) (gen. sg.) “noise”. The last 
example indicates that stress may differentiate even forms which in the 
older system invariably admitted a final stress as an alternative. How- 
ever, most of the forms with a non-final /o/, not followed by /r/, admit, 
also in the modern system, stylistic variants with a final stress; e.g. 
/d'aska ~ dask'a/, /m'ozda ~ mozd'a/, /b'ozok ~ boz'ok/, /st'sza ~ 
stez'a/. Moreover, variants can presently occur also in forms with /or/, 
which were not subject to variation in the older system: e.g. m'ortev ~ 
mort'ov/ “dead”’, /t'orpeS ~ torp'e3/ “suffering”, /Set'ortak ~ Cetort'ok/ 
“Thursday”, /t'orstje ~ tarstj'e/ “reeds”, /E'ortiti ~ Cort'iti/ “to hate’’, 
/t'orda ~ tord'a/ “hard”, /s'orsen ~ sorS'en/ “hornet”. In PleterSnik’s 
dictionary these forms are listed only as mfrtav, tfpez, Cetrtak, t?stje, ¢Ftiti, 
tfda, stan. It appears, therefore, that whereas in the older system stylistic 
oscillation involved only the short rising tone, in the modern system 
it may affect the entire prosodic feature of stress, which is implemented 
in one single phoneme /'o9/. 

It is important to notice that a non-final stress occurs also on short 
vowels other than /9/, as in /'ampak/ “but’’, /'najsi/ “although”, /m'ar- 
sigdo/ “many a man”, /k'akSen/ “some”’, /vs'egda/ “always’’, /tj'akaj/ 
“this way’’, /s'emkaj/ “here’’, /j'eli/ “whether”. However, these forms, 
which consist morphologically of adverbs, pronouns and conjunctions, 
are compounds and their stress is predictable in terms of their morpheme- 
boundaries (or junctures). Some of them admit, furthermore, a secondary 


11 For a discussion of the phonetic properties (especially duration) of the stressed and 
unstressed short /a/, cf. the review by J. Solar of “Fr. Bezlaj, Oris slovenskega knjiZnega 
jzgovora”, in Slovenski jezik, Vol. II (1939), pp. 126-132. 
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stress, e.g. /v'ond'ar/ “probably”, while others admit free variants, of 
which the variant carrying a final stress prevails in everyday usage; e.g. 
/d'okler ~ dokl'er/ “as long as”, /d'oklej ~ dokl'ej/ “how long”, 
/t'emveé ~ temv'et/ “rather”. Another category of words which admit 
stress on a non-final short vowel are interjections, which frequently 
show features which do not otherwise occur in the phonemic system; 
e.g. /x'ajdi/ “let’s go”, /j'ojmene/ “alas”. 

The flexional suffixes which may be attached to the interjections 
function actually as particles, as in /'ajva, ‘ajta/ (dual), /'ajma, '‘ajte/ 
(plur.) “let’s go”, /x'ajdiva, x'ajdita/ (dual) “forward’’, /j'exata/ or 
/j'ejxata/ (dual) “woe”’. 

In conclusion, the vocalic inventory of present-day Standard Slovenian 
comprises 7 long and 7 short vowels, of which two are opposed to each 
other as stressed vs. unstressed vowels, i.e. /2/ vs. /'o/. The loss of 
phonemic pitch is compensated in this system by the prosodic feature 
of stress, which is, however, subordinate to that of quantity. Being 
carried only by one phoneme, stress shows a tendency to become a 
facultative, stylistic feature. 

It is necessary to indicate, however, that in the speech of the educated 
younger generation of Ljubljana, a new system is gaining ground which 
corresponds, in fact, to the one suggested by Tesniére. In this system, 
which may be called the colloquial form of the literary language, stress 
alone acquires a distinctive function, whereas length is concomitant with 
non-final stress. This development is the result of the neutralization of 
length in the only position of contrast, i.e. in the final (or single) syllable 
of a word. Forms which are opposed to each other in the Standard 
language, such as /las/ “clearing’’ vs. /las/ “hair”, /slap/ “weak” vs. 
/slap/ “‘waterfall”’, /rak/ “‘crab”’ vs. /rak/ (gen. pl.) “tombs” are in the 
colloquial language homonymous, whereas the distinction between the 
Standard forms /svet/ “‘advice” vs. /svét/ “world”, /gost/ “‘guest’’ vs. 
/gdst/ “dense” lies in the colloquial system not in the quantity but in the 
quality of the vowels. In other words, the variants of the Standard short 
vowels /e, o/, which are closed before /j/ and /w/ (respectively) and open 
elsewhere, acquire here phonemic status. The open variants overlap 
with the long open vowels /€, 6/, and the closed variants with the long 


12 §krabec pointed out (op. cit., pp. 18-19) that as opposed to nominal compounds, 
all these compounds carry two stresses, although they admit also one single stress on the 
final syllable. In present-day usage, however, most of them have only one stress, on the 
non-final syllable, whereas nominal compounds admit 2 stresses in a somewhat bookish 
pronunciation; e.g. av|antg|arda, cvet|ecol|icne, kr\atkoé|asne, K|ajtim|ara, etc. 
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closed vowels /é, 6/. Thus the St. Slov. forms /ko8/ “basket” vs. /kds/ 
(gen. pl.) “scythes”, and /gow/ “naked” vs. /g6w/ “clearing” yield in the 
colloquial language /kg3/, /kgs/ and /gow/. The short vowels /i, u/ 
coalesce likewise with the long vowels /i, i/, although the former (like 
the unstressed vowels) are in some cases replaced by /o/. The St. Slov. 
/kup/ “‘heap” vs. /kip/ “‘purchase” and /Spik/ “peak” vs. /pik/ “sting” 
have the corresponding colloquial forms /kup/, /Spik/ and /pik/, but the 
St. Slov. /sit/ “‘sated”, /krux/ “‘bread” are colloquially /sot/ and /krax/. 

The colloquial system has the same number of vowel phonemes as the 
modern Standard language, with the difference, however, that while the 
latter has 7 long and 7 short vowels, the former has 8 stressed and 6 
unstressed vowels. 
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TIPOMSHECEHUHE CAOB 
KOHUJEMNIJMA TAOTOYHOTO OBPASOBAHMA CAOTA 


H. WU. KX MAHKYH 


Mocxsa 


1 


TleppoHaqaabHo KaxKeTCA, ITO BONPOC O NpOMsHECeHHM CAOB MMeeT 
caMoe OTAaAEHHOC OTHOUMICHHE K A3bIKO3HaHMNO. S3biK — TO Ipexsze 
BCerO CHCTeMa, a aKT MpOu3HeCeHHA — MIpOCcTO MHAMBUAyaAbHbIli 
cayyait peau (ropopenue). O6asuue stot acHoli u mMpoKoMsBecTHOIt 
AMCTMHKYMM MeIaAO 3aMeTUTh JO OaHaAbHOCTH O4eBHAHOE MOAO- 
%KeHHe O TOM, YTO B IIPOM3HECeHHM CAOB peaAusyeTCA BCA CHCTeMa 
asbika. Ilopstomy, uccAaeaya MpoMsHeCeHMe CAOB, MBI, BO-IIepBbIX, 
ompeyeaseM MaTepMaAbHbIi mepeHocaMk a3biKa (TpaHcnopTép), 
KOTOpbIii, BEpOsTHO, AOA2%KCH OBITS TAK2Ke KOHCTPyKTHBHO pacdAcHeH, 
Kak M CaMa CMCTeMa, HM TCM CaMBIM BbIACHACM CTPyKTypy peweBoro 
CMrHaAa HM, BO-BTOpbIX, HaXOJMM KaHaA HAM KaHaAbl yCBOCHHa 
asbika, Takoi nyTb, mpu yaére dakTos, AOObITHIx APyrMMM MeTO- 
4amu, o6aagzaeT HeKOTOpBIMM MpemmyyecTBamMu. JjAa usyyeHMA 
Impoyecca MpousHeCceHHA BO3MOXKHO IIPHMeCHeHHe AOBOABHO TOUHEIX 
akyCTMYeCKMxX M3sMepeHHii uM pa3sHOOOpa3HEIX HMHCTPyMCHTAaAbHBIX 
metogux. MoxnHo au mpeHe6pea TaKMMM 3aBHAHbIMH BOSMO2KHOC- 
TAMM? 

K uemy mpuBeao sTo mpeHeOpexeHue, AOCTaTOUHO MAAIOCTPUpo- 
BaTb xoTa 6b1 AByMa MpuMepamu. I. B Hayke oO a3bIKe CyIeCTByIOT 
pasHoo6pasHbie B3srAaAbI O Mpupose Caora, HO HET yAOBACTBOpMTe- 
AbHOH Teopuu cAacroo6pa3z0sanua. 2. [Ipu usyaenuu Tak HasbIBaeMoli 
apTHKyAAYMOHHON Ga3bI TOTO MAM ApyToro AsbiKa NpeMMyIeCTBCHHO 
o6pamjaetca BHUMaHHe Ha MOAYASYMM B OOAAaCTM pTa, MCCACAO- 
BaHHe *xe BCel OCTaABHOM OOumMpHOM 4YaACTH MpOM3HOCMTCAbHOTO 
allliapaTa M MpHHYMNOB ero yimpaBACHHA — OCTaBACHO B CTOPOHE. 
B pesyabtate, Bompoc 0 TOM, KaKMM O6pa30M B MOTOKe 3BYKOB 
COJEPAKMTCA BCH CMCT€Ma A3BIKa M KaK 9TOT MOTOK M¢peHOCHT 
SHAaYCHHA, PAaCIACHEHHBIC B MBICAM — OCTaéTCA AO CHxX Op 3ara- 
401m. Peyesoii sByk CAOKHEe, YEM NepBOHATAABHO KaXKeTCH, HO 
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AAA MCCACAOBaHMA €FO COCTaBa CACAyeT NOAXOAMTb MyTémM yuéTa 
IIpocTsrx sAemeHToB. Kaioiom 4Aad BxOJa B MpoOaemy MOryT OsITE 
HaOAlOACHHA 3a CAOTOM, Tak KaK pe4b MOXKET ObITL pe ACTaBAeHa Kak 
Wenb CAOrOB, a MPOM3HOCHTeAbHbIM almapaT 4yeaoBeKa HUUETO 
Apyroro He cnoco6eH cyeAaTb, KaK TOAbKO IIPOM3BOAMTb CAOTH. 
B stoi craTbe KpaTKO M3AaraloTCA OCHOBHBIe PaKThI M ONMpalomsaAca 
Ha HMX KOHUenyua OOpasoBaHua CAora. XouweTca HaJeATbCA, ATO 
AaabHeiiuiaa paspaborka sToro Kpyra mpoOaem Tpy4zaMM MHOrUXx 
MCCACAOBaTeAch MO3BOAMT MIpHOAMSHTBCA K TIOAHOMY pelleHHIo 
yka3aHHOrO 3ara4OUHOro BOpoca. 


2 


O6patTuM BHHMaHHe Ha WIMPOKOMSBECTHOE ABACHHE, KOTOpOe, OObT4- 
HO perucTpupyetca mpocTo Kak roablii dakT, xOTA MO cBOeii 
MapaJAOKCaAbHOCTH JOAKHO OBIAO ObI BbISBATh H3YMACHME VM MOMCKH 
KaKHx-TO OObsCcHeHHH. Eqés 1871 rozy Boao! samen, 4T0 pasHBEie 
3ByKM pew OOAagaloT pasHoii rpomKocTbo. Kpurepuem pasHorpoM- 
KOCTH O6bIAa MOpOroBas CABIMIMMOCTb, ONpeseAdeMas paccTOsAHHAM 
(B marax) OT AMKTOpa JO CAyllaTeAd Ip MHCTpyKYMM MpoMsHOCHTE 
BC€ 3BYKH C OAMHAKOBOH CHAOK. Oxaszaaocs, 4TO CaMbIii TrpoMKuit 
3Byk /a/ cabnueH 3a 360 maros, cambiii Maaorpomkuit — /h/- 3a 12 
maros. 

AnaaoruuaHbie AaHHbie 6pm MOAyyeHEI Pyccao. O. Ecnepcen,? 
YUMTBIBAA BTM ABACHMA, MOCTPOMA COHOpHy!O TeopMiO caora, 
COrAacHO KOTOpOH co¥eTaHMe pa3HOrpOMKMxX (pa3HOCOHOPHEIX) 
3BykoB OOpasyert caor. B HegaBHee Bpema (1953) pasHOrpoMKOCTB 
pewesbrx 3BykoB ObiAa Goaee TOUHO 3saperucTpuHpoBaHa OrtrTo Dcce- 
HOM,* KOTOpBIii, MOCAe 3alIMCH 3ByKOB Ha MarHHTOMOHE B Tex 2Ke Kak 
PaHBUIe yCAOBHAX, M3MEPAA BOABTMETPOM BBIXO4HOe Halips#KeHMe H 
PesyAbTaTbI MepecunTEwBaA 0 gAewuOeabHOM wiKaae. laHHbIe, 
MOAyyeHHEIe OT 1] AuKTOpOB, MPOM3HOCHBIIMX KaxK ABI 3ByK 10 pas, 
SHAYMTCABHO PaCXOAATCA C TEM PAAOM Pa3HOFPOMKOCTH, KOTOpBIit 
O. Ecnepcen npusHaBaa o6iyenpuuatTem y oueructos. Hanboaee 
rpomkuii (m0 mpexkHUM AaHHbIM) 3Byk /a/ y O. DcceHa crouT Ha 
7-m MecTe, nepBoe MecTto saHuMaet /o/. Oco6o0 cymjecTBeHHbIM 
MBAACTCA TOT HaKT, TO AMCHepCuA NOAYICHHEIX BEAMYHH HACTOABKO 
1 Sprache und Ohr (1877). 

* Lehrbuch der Phonetik (1913), S. 191. 


* Otto von Essen, ,, Uber die spezifische Schallwirksamkeit der Laute”, Zeitschrift fiir 
Phonetik, 1953, Heft 1/2. 
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BeAMKa, 4TO pH pasOuBKe BCeEX 3ByKOB Ha TPH KaTeCrOpHu FpOMKOCTH 
E Kak Abii M3 HUX, Kpome /o/, MOXKET MOMAacTs B ABC, a HEKOTOPpEIe (Vv; Z) 
- _ B aw6yn us Tpéx cTyneHeii rpomKoctu. Dror hakT cBUAETEALCTBYeT 
© TOM, ITO HHCTPyKWMA, IPOM3HOCHTS 3ByKM C OAMHAKOBOL CHAOK 
He MOrAa 6bITb BbITIOAHCHa HH OAHMM M3 AMKTOPOB, TaK KaK HCT 
o6beKTHBHOTO KpHTepHA JAK H3MePCHUA MIPOMSHOCHTCABHBIX YCHAMI. 
DTO uM NOHATHO, CTOMT TOABKO CIIPOCHTb, Kak MOr ObI AMKTOP y4ecT 
SHEprHlo, Mpou3sBOAHMy10, HalIpHMep, ABMXKeHHAMM AMadparMl. 
VM. M. Ceaenos cnpaseszanso HasbiBaA ABMTaTeAbHbIe OIyWeHHA — 
TémHpmu. Ho rorga mponmagaeT BCaAKM CMBICA MOgZoGHOTO posa 
usMepeHuii u peructpaynii. M1 scé xe, Tenepp a1o6olt pagMoTexHUK, 
Ha6arAalomMii KoAcOaHuA MHAMKaTOpa MHTCHCHBHOCTH, 3HaeT, YTO 
peweBbie 3ByKM pasHOrpoMKH. 

TaaBHoe, Ha 4TO CAeAyeT OOpaTuTh BHUMAHHe — STO TO, YTO BO 
BC€X yKa3aHHBIX BBIII€ OMbITAX MPOM3SHOCHAMCh He OTACABHBIC 3BYKM 
: pea, a caoru. IIponsnecénnpie mo oTgeabHoctn /a/, /o/, /c/, /x/ - 
yxe caoru. Bot movemy B MpOcToM, OAHOBAeCMeHTHOM CaAore He Oy zeT 
HMKaKOrO CO“eCTAHHA Pa3HOCOHOpHbIx cocTaBasiowux. bawxe u 
mpome K ompeseaecHuio CAOra NOAXOAMA SuBepc, KorAa yKa3biBaA, 
"TO AAa OOpa3z0BaHUA Yelm CAOTOB AOCTATOUHO 3ByKOBOrO MIpepsi- 
BaTe€Ad, KAKMM MOXCET ObITb, HalIpHMeP, AaJOHb TO OTKPhIBalOlad, TO 
3aKPbIBalolad POT BO BpemMa” MpousHecennua /a/. 

B koneqHom cuyéte pasHoboi AaHHbIX, MOAyIMBUIMiicaA IpH ompe- 
ACACHMM PAAa PasHOrPOMKOCTH 3ByKOB pea, OOBACHACTCA IIPOCTO. 
Oco6eHHoctTbio cAora, Kak ypaBAdeMOli EAMHMYLI MpoMsHeceHus, 
XOTA HM HE OMpeJeARIOWJMM €FO MPH3HaKOM, ABAAETCA TO, YTO CAOT 
MOXET IIPOM3HOCHTECA M0 IIpOM3BOAY TO FpOMKO TO THXO. Ipomkoe /a/ 
MOXHO IIpOMsHeCTH Tule, YeM MaAorpomKoe /u/. Kpurepuem 6yszeT 
CAyXOBas OleHKa, COOTHOCMMaa C OObCKTMBHBIMH MOKa3aHHAMHM 
akycTuyeckoro mpu6opa. Takum o6pa30M, HeT CMBICAa TOBOPHTB 
MIpO OTACABHBIM CAO, TaK Ke KaK HM MPO OTACABHOE CAOBO, ITO OAHU 
M3 HMX 10 CaMOl cBoei mpupoge OyazyT Soaee rpoMKUMM, 4eM 
Aapyrue. Usmepenua npusezenHoro BbIlIe THIa HEAOCTaTOUHEI AAA 
A3LIKOBOTO aHaAM3a, HO MOFyT JaTb IeHHbIe pe3yAbTaTbI AAA YMCTO 
TexHuyeckux yearel. Ecaw MOIMJHOCTh 3ByKOB yUHTBIBAaTh HE B 
IIpOcTnix CAorax, a B CAOBaX M MIpOMsBecTH AOCTaTOUHO GoABUIOE 
; 4YHMCAO M3MepeHHii, TO B CTaTHCTM4eECKH CpesHeli BeAMUMHE KOACOa- 
a HMA IIPOM3BOAbHOM TpOMKOCTM craagsaTca. Dro AaéT BOSMOXKHOCTb 

AeCAaTb BbIBOALI O BEAMYMHE AMHAMMYECKOTO AMallas0Ha ped, ITO 
mMeeT G6OAbUIOe 3Ha¥eHHe JAA Mepegaum e& MO AMHHAM CBASH. 
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Taxywo pa6ory mponsséa Daeruep. MakcumaabHas MOMJHOCTS MOAy- 
aMAacb Ha /a/ (25 mukpoBaTT), MMHHMaAbHaa Ha /t/ (0,1 met.). Pag 
TAaCHBIX B aHTAMMCKMX CAOBax 0 yObiBaloweli rpOMKOCTH pacno- 
AO*KHACA Tak: /tap/ (25 mst.), /ton/ (24 mst.), /tool/ (23 msr.), /ten/ 
(22 met.), /team/ (20 mst.).* IIpu sceit yenHoctu sTux AaHHBIX JAK 
TexHH¥eCKMX each, 43 HUX ejé HEABSA CACAATE BLIBOAa O CTPyKType 
caora. Jaa NOAx0 Aa K pellleHHlo sTOrO BOIIpOca HaJO COMOCTaBUT 
CAOrM B CAOroBOi Yelm CAOBa HM CIIPOCHTb, B KaKOM BHJe OHM 
YUMTHIBAIOTCA CAYXOM KaK ITPHCMHHKOM S3bIKOBOM MHPOpMalMu. 

B 1948 r. apropom 61am mpoMsBe,eHEI 3alIMCM IIPOHSHeCCeHHA OT- 
ACABHEIX CAOB pycckoro a3bika. Meto4uka 3allMCH MMCHHO OTACABHEIX 
CAOB AMKTOBaAaCh AByMA cooOpaxeHuamu. Bo-nepsnrx, 4AM TOO, 
UTOOLI SAAMMMHMPOBaTb Hpaso0ByloO MHTOHAIMIO MH TEM CaMBIM He 
YCAOXKHATL aHaAH3a BBCACHHEM 3BYKOBBICOTHOFO KOMIIOHEHTa H, 
BO-BTOpBIX, JAA TOFO, 4TOOKI MOAYIMTh BO3MOXHOCTE CBOOOAHO 
BapHUPOBaTs MOAGOp CAOB M0 yAapeHHlO, KOTOPOe B PyCCKOM A3bIKe 
SBAACTCA PaSHOMECTHBIM, TIOABM2KHBIM, AMHAMHMYCCKMM HM CHABHO 
WeHTPHpoOBaHHEIM IPH HaAMYHM B HeyJapHbIX CAOrax JOBOABHO 
CHABHOM KOAMYCCTBCHHOM M KayeCTBeHHOM peaxyKyuu. Sanucp 
TIpousBoOAMAach Ha anmapate Heiimana, o6braHO MpMMeHAeMOrO B 
apXMTeKTypHOH akycTuKe JAd MsMepeHuaA saTyxaHul. Dror anmapat 
y406ex Tem, uTO AaéT 3alMch pao B ZeywuOeabHou ukaae. Mnepyua 
m0 BpemeHu — 0,1 ceK. AOmycTMMa, eCAM y4eCTb, YTO CpeqHaAa 
AAMTCABHOCTE CAora cocTaBaseT 0,2 cex. Caoru B OTACABHO IIPOH3HO- 
CHMOM CAOBE 3aIIMCbIBalOTCA AOCTATOYHO TOUHO. 

TleppoHayaabHo MHTepecoBad BOMPOC O TOM, KaK MCHAeTCA AMHAa- 
MMKa B 3aBMCMMOCTH OT yAapeHusa. OAHako NOAyYMBIIMeCA pesyAb- 
TaTbI 3aCTaBMAM 3a4yMaTbCa O Goaee CAOKHEIX mpobaemax. Kpome 
Ox AaeMOro CAy4asK, KOrAa Ayla yAapHoro caora BbIle Hey AZapHoro, 
BCTpewaeTCA PAA MOCTOAHHO HaOHAIOAaeMBIX ABACHMM, IpeACTaBACH- 
HEIX Ha puc. 1.5 Ha rpajukax gukcupyetca kak o6mui AuHaMMdec- 
KH ypOBeHb MpousHeceHMA BCero CAOBa, TaK M paciipeseaecHue 
CAOTOBEIX ypoBHeli B CTpyKType caoBa. O6pamaeT BHUMaHME TO 
O6cTOATeALCTBO, YTO B STMX 3alIMCcax yAapHb caor c raacHoit /u/ 
MMEET MCHBIIy10 BEPIIMHy, 4M HeyJapHble, pezyWHpPOBaHHBIe CAOTU 
c o6pasyiomjumu raacHimn /a/, /y/. Sto pasawame Han6oaee aacTo 
BCTpewaeTca B Ipeseaax OT 3-x Ao 6-Tu AeynGea, HO MHOrAa pasHuya 


* Wurmpyerca no xuure C. H. Pxesxuna ,,Cayx u pew” (1936), crp. 289. 
* faa yao6crsa mpowrenua nognucu Aaltca B ophorpadwyeckolt Tpaxc- 
Kpumygun. 
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AMHamudeckoro ocAabaeHua yAapHoro caora ZoxoguT Jo 10 un 15 26. 
SamMcH HEKOTOPBIX CAOB IIPOM3BOAMAMCh MHOTOKPaTHO Ha pa3HBbIx 
AMKTOpax, HM BCerga B STOM OTHOMICHHM MOAYYaACA OAMH M TOT xe 
pesyanrat. Ecau yaectb, aro pasawame B 0,5 46. yxe 3sameuaetca 
CAYXOM, TO Kak 6bI He3aMedaeMBIi MpupocT CHAI sByKa Ha 10-15 -6., 
T.e. Goabmie 4em B 30 pa3, KaxeTCa NapagoKcaabHBIM. Iloaemy xe 
TOHKHM peweBolt CAyx mpeHeOperaeT sTUM pasAMaHeM? 

Bompoc He MoxeT 6bITh pemiéH CCBIAKOM Ha KOMIIe€HCal[MIO HeJO- 
cTalomei CHAI 3ByKa NyTéM yBeEAMYCHHA AAMTeEABHOCTH yAapHoro 
caora, TaK KaK BCTpeyalOTCa CAy4aM, KOrAa AAMTCABHOCTH PaBHBl 
MAM MOUTH paBHBI, a MHOrAa yAapHbiii CAOT MO2KHO MpOMSHECTH H C 
MCHbIWUCH AAMTCALHOCTLN, YM HeyAapHbI, ECAM NMOCACAHMM MpocTo 
HeMHOTO pacTaHyTb. Ecau xe COrAaCHTbCA C TeM, 4TO B OWeHKe 
yAapenua cayx mpeneOperaet jake TaKMMM pe3sKMMM pa3sAvaGMAMH 
TPOMKOCTH, TO Mowemy cAoBoO /uTuAn/ — puc. 2, rae BO BCex CAOTax 
BcTpeuyaetca /u/, BCeraa sanMcbBaeTca C HaMOoABMei BepmIMHO 
yAapuHoro caora? 
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Takum o6pasoM, mpv samMcM WeAbIX CAOB HM IPH CpaBHeHHU 
AMHaMMKH SACMEHTOB, BXOAMIIMX B COCTAB CAOTOB, BCer ja OTETAMBO 
o6HapyXMBaeTCA AOBOABHO 3HaYMTCAbHaA Pa3HOFPOMKOCTE 9STHX 
saemeHTos. [Ipu stom HeT HMKaKOii HeOOxoAMMOCTH TpeOoBaTE OT 
4ukTopa co6aw4eHua HeBLINIOAHMMO MHCTpyKyuH. OzHako moAy- 
WeHHBIe HaOAIOAeCHHA NapasoKcaAbHBI. O6cy AMM 9TH PakTHI. 

1. Caor B WeaoM, KaK HM OTACAbHOE CAOBO, MOyT IIPOM3HOCHTECA 
C IIPOM3BOAbHOM TPOMKOCTbIO, HO DACMCHTEI, BXOAAIME B CAOT, y2KE 
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He NOAYHHAIOTCA MPOM3SBOABHOMy yIIpaBACHHIO. DTO BHAHO H3 
auHamuyeckoli KpuBoli, oTpaxaiomel 06a STH ypoBHA TPOMKOCTH. 
II pu mpousBOAbHO TpOMKOM IIpOu3sHeCeHHM BCETO CAOBa TOAHMMETCA 
u o6ywuMi ypoBeHb KaxXAOrO M3 BACMCHTOB CAOra, HO Mex Ay Cobol 
OHM BCé-TaKM BCerja OCTaHyTCA pasHOrPpOMKMMH Ha OnpeseaéHHy10 
KOHCTaHTHy10 BEAMUMHy, KOTOPyl0 MOXKHO Ha3BaTb AUPpepeHyHaroM 
IPOMKOCTH HM OT KOTOpO KaK MCXOAHOTO yPOBHA MOryT OTUMCAATECA 
yAapHbie MpMpocTsI rpoMKOcTM uM pedzyKYMOHHEIe COaBKH. Dru 
CAOrOBbIe TepecTpOlikM MO OTHOWICHHIO K KOHCTaHTHOMy yPOBHIO 
Pa3HOrPpOMKOCTM COCTaBASIOT AMHAMMYECKy!O CIpyKTypy mpousHe- 
cenua caos. Takum o6pa3om, mutatis mutandis, ropopa Tenepb o 
CaMOM IIPOM3HECeHMH, CAC AyeT pasAM4aTb CHCTEMBI IIPOMSBOABHOMO M 
HeMpOusBOAbHOrO peryAuposaHua. [IpousBoAbHoe peryAupoBaHHe 
pesko orpaHuyeHo mpeszeaamu (ayKTyayuelt) AolnycTuMoOi B AAHHOM 
a3bIKe HOPMBI, KOTOPylO HCAb3A MIPOM3BOABHO CABMHYTb M MOXKHO 
PpaccMaTpMBaTb KaK CMCTeMy KOHCTaHTHBIX IPOM3HOCHTCAbHEIX 
nogmporpamM. BosuukaeT 3a4a4a BBIACHHMTbh, KaK HaKallAMBaloTCa 
9TH NOAMporpaMMBI M KaK KOHTPOAMPpyeTCa MX BbITIOAHEHHE. 

2. Auhhepenyuaa pasHorpomkocTu ompegeaseTca myTéM cpaB- 
H€HHA CAOTOBbIX BACMEHTOB B COCTaBe CAOFOB, 4YTO MOXKET OBIT 
3alIMCaHO KaK OTAOUICHHE : 


a/u; a/o; a/a; a/y; a/b1; o/u; 0/9; O/y; o/s; 9/y u T.2. 


IIpupoctsi xe M1 1aAeHHA TPOMKOCTH KaxKAOFO M3 BACMEHTOB M0 OTHO- 
WeHHIO K Auppepenyuary rpOMKOCTH Ope ACAMIOTCA HE CpaBHCHHEM 
BACMEHTOB MEX Ay coboli, a CpaBHeHMeM KaxKAOTO SACMEHTa C 
CaMHM cCoO6oi MO UIKaAe BO3MOXKHBIX IIPHPOCTOB TPOMKOCTH, 4TO 
MOxeT ObITh 3alIMCaHO KaK OTHOICHHE: 


A/a; O/o; 9/9; Y/y; A/a; bl/m. 


Brum ycTpaHseTcA MapagOKcaAbHad§ M MHMMas H€3aMC4AEMOCT 
S3HAYMTCABHBIX CTYMeHei TPOMKOCTH. 

AjeticrsuteabHo, OTHOCHTeABHOe CpaBHeHHe A1OOEIX BEAMIMH 110 
CTeMleHAM BO3MOXKHO AMIIb B TOM CAy4ae, KOrAa CTeNeHU, ECAM HE 
BIIOAHe a4, AMTHBHEI, TO BO BCAKOM CAy4ae — CpaBHuMBI. Mui ropopum 
mpo co6aky, 4ro OHa O¥eHE OOABIIAA, XOTA B ACHCTBUTCALHOCTH 
Bcerga 6yAeT MeHBUIe CaMOii HU3CHEKOM KOAOKOABHU. Poct cobaku 
MbI CpaBHMBaeM CO Cpe4HMM POcToM Co6aK, BLICOTy TOM KOAOKOABHK 
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co cpeqHeit BEICOTOM pasHBIX KOAOKOACH H T.1. Tak 2Ke MB OTHOMMCHHH 
sBykos pea. BcaeacTane pasanina Aupepenyuaaa rpomkoctTu /a/u/, 
MBI H€ CpaBHMBaeM IIPMpOcTsI TpOMKOCTH /a/ C IpHpOCcTOM rpOMKOCTU 
/u/, HO CpaBHMBaemM IpupocT rpomKocTu AaHHoro /a/ co cpeAHeii 
rpomKocTsw /a/. Tox*xes oTHoueHunu /u/. Bcaosax /uay/u /May/ (Bunn. 
or co6crs. uMeHM 2KeHCK. poga Maa), puc. 1, Koropsie mpousHo- 
CHAMCh Ha O4MHaKOBOM O6mJeM ypoBHe, Ayra yAapHoro caora /H/ 
BhIMe, 4M HeyAapHoro, xoTA B OGoMxX CAy¥asX HMxKEe, YeEM Ayra 
caora /ay/. 

Orcioaa CaeayeT, ITO kak AbIii M3 3ByKOB peyH (MmOKa He Ompeseaaa 
sToro noHaTUA GoAee TOUHO) uMeeT CBOIO OCOby10 ceTKy cTyneHeii 
rpomkoctu. Hexoropsie “3 3BykoB, Halipumep, /a/, Tak CKa3aTb, 
OWEeHS ,,ACTKH’’, OHH OOLTUHO BLICOKO 3alIMCbIBalOTCA Ha AMHAMMYEC- 
koi xKpusBoli. Dro caoroo6pasyiommme raacubie. OgHako cpeau 
TAaCHBIX €CTb TaKHE , ,TAKEALIC”’ UM ,,HHEPTHIe”’ Kak /u/, /bI/, KOTOPEIC 
4amke MeHee TpOMKH, ¥eM HeKOTOpBie coraacHBie. Bor mowemy B 
caosax /mmigH/, /maygu/ — puc. | — caoroBas Ayra MoxeT OOpas0BaTECA 
Ha O4HOM /Ig1/, BCACACTBMe 40 MOTYT 3alIMCbIBaTLCA He ABC BEPUIMHEI, 
a Tpu. Hexoropsie 3Byku, a HMCHHO BSpbIBHIe HU, OCOOeHHO, rAyxHe 
B3pBIBHBIC — BOObme He OOAagZalOT CTYNCHAMM HEeIIPOMSBOABHO! 
rpomkoctu. Ouu HaOupaloT rpoMKOCTb Cpa3sy, B 3aBHCHMOCTM OT 
IIPOM3BOABHO 3a4aHHOTO ypOBHA BCeMy CAOBy. OgHaKO STO He 
3Ha4HT, YTO y HMX HET AuhhepeHyuara TPOMKOCTH. 

IJema kayo cTymeHu rpoMKOCTH ompegeaseTca mloporom 
CAyxOBOH 4yBCTBUTeABHOCTH. Takue AMCKpeTHBIe CTyMeHH MOKHO 
Ha3BaTb CAOTOBBIMM KBaHTaMu. O4HakO CaMa CAOroBas Ayra rpoM- 
KOCTH — HelIpepbipHa. Tak KaK CHTHaA Ha BbIXOJe peyeBOi CHCTEMBI 
6yAeT mpeo6pas0BaH Ha CAYXOBOM BXOJe, TO OT MpOMsHOCHTeABHOTO 
almapata AOcTaTOuHO noTpeOoBaTb Takoii CeTKM KBaHTOBaHHA, 
KOTOpas Mpomyckaetca CAyxom. BosuukaeT 3a4a4a BLIACHUTb, KAKHM 
o6pasoM MpousHOCUTeABHBI MpHOop BRITIOAHAET BCe 8TH PyHKYMU. 

3. Ecau mo uMe1oqyMMCca y Hac JaHHbIM HaliTu AudpepenyuarbHyio 
TPOMKOCTL TAaCHBIX, TO MOAYUMTCA cAcAylomMi pay B NMOpszKe 
y6n1saHHua TpPOMKOCTH: 


a, O, 9, y, HM, BI® 


* Ecau yaects HeonemaTMueckHe JAM PyCCKOrO A3bIKa BAPMaHTLI 3akphITOTO u 
oTkpxrToro /9/, TO 3akKpITEI BapuaHT 6yzeT CTOATS B STOM pagzy Nocae /y/. Uro 
kacaetca /t1/, TO HeOHCMATMUHOCTS STOTO 3ByKa He MOsBOAReET G6es0rOBOpOTHO 
BCerf4a OTHOCHTS €foO Ha NOCAeAHee MECTO. 
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Ha matTepmane pycckoro a3bIKa TOT K€ PAA, H€3ABHCHMMO OT Hallux 
HaOaloAcHuii 4 0 Apyroii MeToauKe (M3sMepeHHe HHTCHCHBHOCTH 110 
MMITYABCaM HCOHOBOM AaMMOUKH), ObIA yCTaHOBACH MH2KCHEpOM 
cpssu A. A. Cugopossm. OgHako ompegeaecHue pa4a pasHorpom- 
KocTH Aaét eyjé oweHb MaAo. DTO TOABKO Ha¥aAo mpobaemBi. 
BosHukaeT 3a4a4a BbIACHHTb, NOweMy M Kak OH OOpasyetca. OgHux 
akyCTMYeCKMX M3MepeHHii AAA pevIeHMA BTOTO BOIIpOca HeAOCTa- 
TOWHO. 

4, Muswiecku CAOr MOXKHO ONpeAcCAMTE Kak HEIIpepbIBHO BOCXOAA- 
qylo M Mocae allorea HUCHagalolyw Ayry rpomKoctu. B spyKkosoii 
CTpyKType caoBa 3a OHO CAOcroBoH Ayro caeayeT Apyraa. Bca 
pew mozAaétca WAeHeHMIO Ha TaKM€ MMHMMAAbHBIC, Aarce HEAC- 
AMMBI€ IIPOM3HOCHTeABHEIC OTpeskH. CaesoBaTeAbHO, I pOH3SHOCH- 
TCABHOH eguHuyeH aBAKeTCA CAor. B cocraB caoroBpoi Ayu 
BXOAAT OAMH MAM HECKOAbKO SACMCHTOB, KOTOPBIC B AaAbHeMUIeM 
6yazem HasbiBaTb doHeMamu. Tak kak dOHeMa He MOXKET pearHso- 
BaTbCA BHE CAOra, TO, KaK TaKOBas#, OHA HeEMpousHOcUMa. Ho 
SBYKOBbI€C CAOBOKOMIIACKCLI MOryT OTAHYATbCA TOABKO TIO aHCaMOAIO 
BXOAAIMX B CAOTH @OHEM, osTOMy hoHeMa MOxXeT ObITh Ha3sBaHa 
equHuyei pasAM4HTeABHOH. CoorseTcTBeHHO sTOMy, PoHeMa 
MOxeT ObITh OIpegzecAcHa Kak HENOAHBIN peweBou 3ByK, a CAOr — 
KaK NOAHBIM peweBou 3ByKk. 

Takum o6pa3om caoBo o6aagaeT, 10 MeHbUIei Mepe, ABOMHOL 
CTPpyKTypoii — ero MOXKHO paCCMaTpMBaTb: a) KaK aHCaMOAB AMCK- 
perHirx oxnem u 6) Kak Yer HeMpepsIBHEIX CAOTOBBIX Ayr (yer 
MOXKET lpepbiBaTbcA, HO CaMa CAOroBad Ayra — HelipepsiBHa). 
CoorsetTcTBeHHO sToMy, 4Aa O6pa3s0BaHHA CTpyKTypbI CAOBa HeOOxo- 
AYMMBI, 110 MeHBIUei Mepe, ABE AOTHUeCKHe OlepaljMH — a) AMSbIOHK- 
THBHEI OTO6op doHem u 6) KoHbIOHKYUA caoroB. IIpome rozops, 
AMCKpeTHEie @OHEMBI He MOryT HaHH3bIBaTbCA, Kak OycbI, Ha HUT, 
a BCerga MMeeTCA Tepexoy OT AMCKpeTHOYO K HerlIpepEIBHOMy. Oana 
goHema mpucnoca6ausaetca kK Apyroi. B stom cocrouT nepexoJHbili 
akyCTM4eCKHH Mpoyecc, BO BPeMA KOTOPOrO HENOAHBIM peweBsoii sByK 
CTaHOBMTCA MOAHBIM. 

@uswyecku BcaKMii 3ByK MOXKHO PpaCCMaTPpMBaTb KaK CIICKTp, 
MIOHMMada TI04A STHM paciipeseaAcHHe sByKOBOM SHEpruM B OMpese- 
AGHHBIX MOAOCax aacToT. Te cocTaBasiomjme cileKTpa, KOTOpbiIe 
KOHCTPyKTHBHBI JAA HEMOAHOTO peyeBoro 3BykKa, OyAeM Ha3bIBaTb 
@opmautamu. OctaTok cnekTpa, noAyaalomuiica mocAe BLTYMTAaHHA 
M3 MIOAHOTO 3ByKa @OPMaHT BBITIOAHSeT: a) yHKYMIO CAMAHMA 
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gouem B caAore (mepexogHEIi mpoyecc), 6) dyHkKymio cyenvcHua 
CAOFOB B CAOBE, ITyTEM KBAHTOBAHHA CAOTOBLIX BEPIIMH 10 CTyNeHAM 
CHABI, B) MHTOHAYMOHHYy!O PyHKYMIO, MyTéM COeAMHeHMA UM pasze- 
ACHHA CAOB B 3BYKOBBICOTHOM ABWKCHHM pa3z0Boii CAOroBoli yer. 

Onepaynto 4u3bIOHKIJMM MOXKHO Mpe,ctaButs Tak. Ilycts cymect- 
ByeT H€KOTOphI aAaBuT PopMaHT: a, B, y, 8, ¢... w. Torga BEi6op 
M10 IIpaBMAy : MAM « MAM 6 MAH y H T.4., MOXKHO 3allMCaTb Tak: 


avBvyvéve ... vo (1) 


r4e 3Hak AMSbIOHKYMN — . Vv. — O6osHadaeT BLIOOp HAM OAHOFO MAK 
Apyroro MAM TPeTEELO U T.4. SACMCHTOB aAdaBuTa. UHcao BO3MOXKHBIX 
KOMOMHayMi POpMaHT OKaxKeTCA 3HAYMTEABHO GOAbIIC, YEM IHCAO 
HeMOAHBIX 3BYKOB JaHHOFO #3bIKa. TOABKO Te M3 BTUX KOMOMHaHii 
COCTaBAT HOBbIii aAPaBUT HEMOAHBIX 3ByKOB, KOTOPbI€ B JaHHOM 
S3KIK€ BbITIOAHHIOT yHKYMIO pasauyeHua CAOB. Takum o6pa30m 
BTOpad CTymieHb oTOopa 6yszeT MpoucxoAUTh u3 ardaBuTa HoHemM, 
KoToppie O603HauHM 6OoAbmIMMM OyKBaMM rpeyecKOrO aadaBuTa: 


AvBvI'vAvE...vQ (2) 


Us aadasuta ouem MoryT O6sbITb COCTaBACHbI KOMOMHaMN B UMCAe’ 
m”. Ho neo6xo4uma TpeTbA CTyMeHb OrpaHHIMTeAbBHOrO OTOOpa AAA 
TOTO, YTOObI NOAYYMAMCh CAOBa AaHHOrO A3bIKa. DTO orpaHHyeHue 
ompezeaseTca aAdaBUuTOM MOpdeM AaHHOrO A3bIKa, MOHMMAaA N04 
Mop@emoit Kak opMsI CAOBOOOpa3z0BaHHA M CAOBOM3MCHCHHA, Tak HM 
@opMbI “xX CHHTakKcu4eckoro coe4AuHeHua. O6o3sHaqMB Kax Abii 
BACMEHT aAPaBuTa MOPeM MaAbIMM AATHHCKHMH OyKBaMH, H Ha3BaB 
€TO HEMOAHBIM CAOBOM, TIOAY4MM AM3bIOHKIMW: 


avbvevd... vz (3) 


Tak MOsBMTCA MOAHOE OTAeAbHOE CAOBO (HalIpuMep, B PyCCKOM 
asbike /u/, /HO/, /K/, /kHure/, /sepes/ — 6yayT NOAMbIMM OTACABHEIMU 
cAoBaMH). /Jaad aHaausa BCeli CTpyKTypbI pewesoro CHrHaAa HeOOxo- 
4umMo 4oOaBuTh emé Abe CTymeHH OrpaHMauTeAbHOrO oTOopa. B 
ueTBépToii CryneHu oTOmpaioTca 110 IpaBMAaM CMHTAaKCH4eCKHX CXeM 
ma6AoHbI CoeAMHeHHA MOpdem (/Ha KHure/, /Zepes KHury/). B naroit 


cTyneHu mpoucxoguT or6op caos,® B pe3syAbTaTe 4ero MOMBAACTCA 
7 
8 


3Aech m - IMCAO 4ACHOB aAaBHTa MM - UX KOAWMUECTBO B Ha6ope. 
M3 STMX NATH BUAOB OTOOpa MAM MX KOMOMHAIJMM COOTBETCTBYIOT 
OmpeACACHHBIC CAyYIaM NaTOAOrHM per. 
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OTHOCHTCALHO TMIOAHOe peyeBoe coobmeHMe, cOzepxalee onpe- 
AcaéHHylo HHpopMayuN, T.e. oOTOOp He CHMBOAOB, a O603HadaeMbIX 
co6siTnit. [Ipu stom kaxoe caoBo mpuHobpetaeT MOAHyIO rpaMMa- 
THKaAMyMIO, OHO 6yAeT AaHHBIM CAOBOM B 4aHHOM coobmeHHH. 
Kak Ablii DACMEHT M3 AAMaBUTAa POHEM, MOPPemM H TIOAHBIX CAOB MOXKHO 
paccMaTpuBaTb KaK MPOM3HOCMTeAbHy!O NOAMporpaMMy, KOMOnH- 
HaYMM KOTOPbIX COCTABAAIOT pe4b. 

4a Toro, uro6n1 nocTraBuTb BOMpoc O mpupoge HM poAH caora, 
HeOOxOAMMO M AOCTATOYHO PacCMOTPeHHe TOAbKO MepBbix Tpéx 
cryneneli or6opa, Tak KaK B STOM CAy4ae yxKe MOAYAMTCA MOAHOE, 
XOTA MH OTACAbHOe CAOBO. Kone HbIii BbIBO,, K KOTOPOMy MBI IIPHXO- 
4MM, MOXHO POpMyAMpoBaTs Kak BOMpoc — KaKMM O6pa3oM M0 Kpaii- 
Heii Mepe TpH CTyNeHH AusbIonHKyuH |, 2, 3 peaausyloTCa B CAOTOBy10 
KOH BIOHKYMD : 
A&B&C&DE&E (4) 


rae Goabumme 6ykBbI AATHHCKOTO aAdaBuTa ObosHayaioT caoru, & — 
3HaK KOHDbIOHKYMH, T.€. AOTMYCCKO€ YMHOXKCHHe MO MpaBHAy: HM 
nepBoe, HM BTOpoe, HM TPeTLe H T.J. 


3 


Pa4 pasHOrpOMKOCTH @OHEM MOXKHO NOAY4HTS, IIPHMeHAA HE TOABKO 
BLILMCONMMCaHHy!0 MECTOAMKy, a MpoOcro CpaBHMBad HeKOTOpsie 
msBecTHBIe akTEl. Torga copmageHue pe3syAbTaTOB MOATBeEpAMT 
PpaHee NOAYWeCHHBIe BbIBOAbI M, BOSMOKHO, OTKPOeT HOBbIii acrieKT 
paccmotpeHua Bcero Bompoca. Moxuno paccyx sats Tak. Henoansiit 
3ByK — STO Ta 4aCTb ClleKTpa, KOTOpas cooTBeTcTByeT Habopy op- 
MaHTHBIX (HAM AuhpenyMaAbHbIX) MpHsHakoB. CaeqzoBaTeAbHo pad, 
PasHOrpOMKOCTH MOxeT ObITE HalizeH pM CpaBHeHUNM hopMaHT. Dra 
pa6ora Ha MaTepHaAe HECKOABKHX A3bIKOB ObIAa TIpoBezeHa HEAaBHO 
VM. A. 3umneit 8B aa6oparopum skcnepHMeHTaABHOH oHeTUKH 
NCHXOAOrHH pew, pykoBozumoii B. A. Apremospm.® M3pectuo, To 
CAyx O6AaqaeT MAKCHMAABHOIi YYBCTBUTCABHOCTBIO B TOAOCe YaCTOT 
or 800 zo 1500 repy. Dopmantsi /a/ (puc. 3) pacnoaoxKeHbI MMCHHO B 
STHX Ipeseaax, NosTomy /a/ 4 ABAReTCA HaMGOAce TPOMKUM. DopMaHTBI 
/o/ caspuHyTbI 10 cieKTpy HeCKOABKO AcBee. Emé Aaabuie oT o6AacTH 
ONTHMaAbHOM YyBCTBMTCABHOCTM OTCTaBACHbI POpMaHTEI /9/ u /y/, 


® Ja6opatopua mpu Mockoscxom Tocy4apcrBeHHOM Ne garorMyeckOM MHCTHTyTe 
MHOCTPaHHBbIX A3bIKOB. 
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HakOHeY, PopMaHTsI /u/ pasOpocaHsi B OYeHD GOABLIOM AMallaso0He 
CMeKTpaAbHBIX 4acTOT. DopMaHTBI Ke AAA COFAACHBIX MOTyT 3aX0- 
auTb emé Jaapmie B O6AacTb BBICOKMx yacToT. Takum o6pas3om. 
BCACACTBME Y30CTM MOAOCEI CliekTpa, Bo3s6yxAalowleii ONTHMaABHY1O 
CAYXOBY1O YYBCTBUTCABHOCT, C OAHOM CTOPOHI, H HEOOxOAMMOCTH 
noporosol pasAMYMMOCTH POpMaHTHEIx HaGopos, Cc Apyroli cTOpoHst, 
eTH HaOoOpbI BLIHYKACHLI AMpepeHyMpoBaTbcA B MOAOCAX 4aCTOT 
pasHOM CAyxOBOM 4yBCTBUTeEAbHOCTH. 

Tak Kak pa3HMlJa CaMoro TpOMKOrO 3ByKa OT CaMOro THXOrO JO- 
CTaTOWHO BeAMKa, TO BO BTOpol cTyneHH oTOopa (Au3sbIOHKYMA 
oHeM) 4acTO MOryT BCTpeyaTECaA KOMOMHAaYMM pe3KO pasHOrpOMKHX 
3ByKOB, OJHM M3 KOTOpBIx SyAyT MacKupoBaTb Apyrue. Sagaya 
MexaHM3Ma IIPOM3HeECeHMA, KOHC4HO, COCTOMT He B TOM, 4TOOBI 
yBEAMUMTE AMPpepenyMar pasHOrpOMKOCTH, a HaOOopoT, B TOM, 
yToOnI craaguTb ero. OgHako M MOAHOe yHuUTOxKeHUe Audpepen- 
yuaaa, ecan Obi Jake STO ObIAO BO3MOXKHO, IIpMBeAO ObI K MeHbUIei 
pa3samumMocTu ouem B HaOope. Tak kak akTuyeckn B OmpeseaéH- 
HOM AMHaMMYeCKOM AuarazoHe (50-75 46.) Bce 3ByKH xOpouO 
pasamualoTca, CACAyeT AOMyCTHTb, YTO M€XaHH3M MpOM3HeECeHHA 
HaxO4MT ONTHMAaAbHy!O KPMBy!O CrAaxKMBaHHA Aupdepenyuaaa 
pasHorpomkoctu. Hao nalitu sTOT MOAYAATOp CrAaxKHBaHMA 110 
ompeAeAGHHOMy 3akKOHy. 

Apyro cropono to xe mpoOaempr sBasetca oOOpas0BaHHe 
caoroBoli Ayru rpomKocTu. Tak kak B O60mx CAy4asx BOIIPOC CBOAMTCA 
K peryAMPOBaHHl0 AMHaMHKH, CCTb OCHOBaHMA pe AMOAaratb, 4TO TOT 
%K€ MOAYAATOP CrAaxKMBaHHA TPOMKOCTH BBITIOAHACT TakxKe HM PyHK- 
yuo PopmupoBanus CaoroBoli Ayru rpomKoctu. Mcxo,s us Toro, yTo 
HCKOMOe IIPHCMOCcObAeHMe AOAKHO HaXOAMTBCA B pe3s0OHaTOpHOlt 
CHCTeMe, M HAA MCTOAOM MCKAIOUCHMA, OCTABAAOCh IIpH3HaTb, ITO 
mpu6opom HelpepsIBHOrTO MOAYAMPOBaHHA CAOTOBOM Ayr MOXKET 
ObITh HagropTaHHEi xp. IIpeanoaaraaoce, 4To ero ,,“3aHbIi” 
AetlecToK crioco6eH TO B GoAbUIel, TO B MeCHbIUcii Mepe MCHATb IIPOCBET 
pesonupyromel raoTouHO TpyOku. Dra rumotresa NOATBeEpAMAACcE, 
HO mpo6aema Bcé-Taku He ObIAa pellieHa C »%KeAaeMOl ACHOCTBIO. 
Kpyr na6araennii cAaegoBpaAo pacnpocrTpaHUTb Ha BeCb IWIMpOKO 
PasBeTBAGHHbIM MpOMSHOCHTeABHBIM anmapat. PaccmoTpum mocae- 
AOBATCALHO TOABKO OCHOBHbIC PakTHI. 

B MockosckoM MHCTHTyTe peHTreHoAorum u pagnoaorun B. I. 
Tuus6yprom yxe JocTaTouHoO AaBHo 6biAa paspabotaHa MeTOaMKa 
pentrenorpajuu HascTraBHoi tTpyOKu 2xécTKMMM Ay4aMM MIpH 








H. YW. KMUHKHH 
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Puc. 4. 


skcnosmyun 0,1 cex. PentrenorpamMa @uKcupyeT TOHKHe pasAMaHA 
B MAOTHOCTH MATKMX TKaHei raoTOuHO tTpyO6xu. II pumensaaacn 
KOMIIACKCHaad — aKyCTMKO-peHTreHOAOrMuecKad MeTOAMKa. O,HO- 
BPeMeHHO C peHTreHorpaduel mpousHeceHMe AMKTOpa 3alIMCbIBa- 
AOCb Ha MarHHTOPOHHOM ACHTE AAA MOCACAyIOMero aKyCTMYECKOTO 
aHaausa. 

IIpu pas6ope pextrenorpamM O6Hapy2KHAOCb, YTO OHM A€FAH B TOT 
ae CambIlt px /a/, /o/, /9/, /y/, //, /bt/, KoTOpit Oba yCTAaHOBACH Kak PAA 
pasHOrpoMKocTu raacHEx. Ha pentrenocxemax — pc. 4— BUAHO, ITO 
o6bém raoTouHO Tpy6ku (salITpHxOBaHHad 4aCTb) yBeEAMUMBaeTCA 
COOTBETCTBCHHO YMCHbINeHHIO TPOMKOCTM AaHHOrO raacHoro. Pa3- 
AM4HE AMIIb B TOM, YTO PPOMKOCTE BACMCHTOB pHa yOuiBaeT, a OObEMBI 
rAOTOUHOK Tpy6Ku — BospactaiT. Takum o6pa30M, pasHOrpOMKOCTB 
SBYKOB ped HaXOJMTCA B KaKO-TO ONpeseAEHHOM 3aBMCHMOCTH OT 
o6sémos raoTouHO Tpy6xu. B gaabHeimmx nabarogenuax Olan 
yCTaHOBAeCHEI CAezylome axTs. Ha kax yom ompeseAéHHOM 3ByKe 
KaK TAaCHOM, TaK HM COrAaCHOM FAOTO"Has TpyOKa IIpHHMMaeT TaKxKe 
BHOAHE olpeseAéHHy!o0 opmy u O6bém. MoxkHo cka3aTb, YTO OHA 
pas4eaecHa Ha CTOABKO OTC€KOB, CKOAbKO COJe€pKMTCA HEMOAHBIX 
3BYKOB B aA@aBUTe AaHHOrO ASbIKa. 
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Tpy6xa MogyaupyeT mo o6bémy u B Mpeszeaax Kax Oro OTCeKa. 
Ymeubuienue o6béMa BHYTPH OTCeKa BBISbIBACT YCHMACHHE 3ByKa, 
yBeanueHne OO6béMa — MocTereHHO OcAabaseT sByk. TapMonuyeckniit 
aHaAM3 MOKa3bIBaeT, YTO MOAYAAYMM TAOTOUHOK TpyOKu cMelaioT 
cekTpaAbHbie AuHUM. IIpu eé paculmpeHum B Mmpegeaax oTCeKa 
YBCAMUMBaeTCA YMCAO M aMIAMTYAbI HU3KMX COCTABASIOWMX, TIpu 
cykeHuu TpyOku — HU3KHe CocTaBAsIOWMe OcAabasmorTca. IIpu pac- 
WIMpeHHM TAOTOUHOM TpyOKH HeECKOABKO TepecTpamMBaeTcA M COOT- 
HOWeHHe aMILAMTy4 PopMaHT. Bo scex stux mpoyeccax NpHHuMactT 
yuacTue He TOABKO HaArOpTaHHMK, HO M BCA TAOTOUHaA TpyOka, 
cHaOxKéHHas’ TpeMa MOnepeyHbIMM KOHCTPHKTOpaMH HM CAaObIMH Mpo- 
AOABHEIMM CKUMMaTeARMH. IITpu mMozyAsyuu rpomkocTsH Ha /a/, /o/, /9/ 
pa6oraioT, rAaBHbIM OOpa30M, MOMepeaHEIe MBIIIbI, mpu Goree 
cAaObix MOAYASIMAX Ha /y/, 4, OCOOeHHO, Ha /M/—TMpOAOABHBIC MBILLLBI. 
Tloayaaetca BreaaTAeHHe, 4TO rAOTOUHad Tpy6Ka nogobua AnMHa- 
MHYECKOMy PHALTpylolemy AemMiepy, MO3sBOAMIOMIEMy 3arAyWIMTh 
YCMAMTb CI€KTPaAbHBIe COCTaBAAIOIIE. 

Craruyeckaa peHTreHorpapua jaét MHOTO MHTepecHoro Mate- 
puaaa aaa HabaAlogeHHii mpu MpousHeceHuM MpoctTsrx caoros. Ha 
peHtreHorpammMe pasmMepom 18 x 24 cM. MOXHO MpOM3BOANTE 
AOCTaTOYHO TOUHBIC M3MepeHuA TAOTOUHOM TpyOku no 10 napamet- 
pam. Ho 0 AuHamuke raoTo"HOl TpyOku MpHxoAUTcA BCE KE TOABKO 
Aoragpipateca. Jaa NOAHOrO yTouHeHMA dakToB OblAa MpHMeHeHa 
KMHO-PpeHTTeHO-CBéMKa HaJACTaBHOM TpyOKM, MOsBOAmIOIad 3ape- 
TMCTPMpoBaTb MpOM3sHeCeHMe BCeX 3BYKOB B CAOXKHBIX CAOrax, B 
cAoBax MB @pa3zax. Kunocbémka MpouMsBO4AMAaCh CTalMOHaPHbIM 
KMHO-alllapaTOM C MIMpOKHM pacKpbiTHeM wWeau OOTIOpaTopa, co 
cxopocThio 24 Kagpa B CeKyHAy, Ha MAéHKe wMpHHO 35 MM. 
Cuumaemoe us06paxeHve MposyMpoBaAocch Ha MaAOMHEPpYMOHHOM 
skpaue Ilarepcona. 

Kunopentrenocbémka 4aéT BO3MOXKHOCTb IIpOCcTo yBuJeTb cobctT- 
BeCHHBIMHM FAa3aMH, Kak OOpa3yeTca CAO, KaK MOAYAAIMM TpyOKu u 


KoAeOaHHA HasTOpTaHHHKa OTOMBaIOT OAMH CAor 3a Apyrum. Ha: 


puc. 5 mpegctaBaeno 6 kagpos AMHAaMMKM WpousHeceHus Caora /a/. 
Buagaae raoTouHad TpyOKa WIMpoKa, NOTOM, HeIIpepbIBHO ChyKasAch, 
OHA AOBOAMT CAOr AO alored UM, HaKOHelY, CHOBa paciIMpsAACh, 
o6pa3yeT HMCHagalomyio caorosyio Ayry. Ha puc. 6 u 6a gana cepua 
Kappos lIpousHeceHua CAora /4a/. Kpome oveHb MHTeEpeCHOrO ABACHHA 
— ymupexgenua dopmpr Tpy6ku emé JO MOABAcHMA 3ByKa, Ha 4éM 
OCTaHaBAMBaTbCA 34€Cb HET BO3MOXKHOCTH, B STMX KaApax s3ape- 
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16. Her spyxa 18. Yupexgaiowmi umiyAbc 
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Puc. 6. [lpousHecenue caora ,,4A”’ 
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’ 30. Her spyxa 


Puc. 6a. IIpoazoaxenne mpousnecenua caora ,,4A” 








16. Her 3pyxa 18. Yunpexazaiowmi umimyaAbc 
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Puc. 6. [Ipousnecenne caora ,,4A” 
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Puc. 6a. [Ipoagoaxenne mpousHecenna caora ,,4A” 
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rHCTPMpoBaHa OCHOBHas CAOCToBad PyHKYMA — NepexoAHbIii akycTu- 
weckuii mpoyecc oT /4/ k /a/. Dro oro6paxaetca B CMeHEe rAOTOUHBIX 
opm u o6bémos. 

Bce stu akTsI, NOAyYeCHHBIC HA MAaTepHadre HOPMBI, HaxogsT yOe- 
AMTeABHOe NOATBEpxKAcHHe Ip perucTpayuu peyeBoi MaTOAOTUH. 
IIpoussoquaach KMHOpPeHTreHOCbéMKa HadACcTaBHO TpyOKu rAyxo- 
HeMBIX, OOy4eHHEIX 3ByKOBOM pew. Oxasaaocb, YTO Ip MpaBMAbHOM 
MOAOKEHHU ABbIKa UM ry6 raoTOUHaA TpyOKa MOAYAMpyeT HAM O4CHB 
BHAO MAM BOBC€ HE MOAYAMpyeT, 4TO CBOAMT pa3sO0p4MBOCTh Ux 
pew fo 37%. Csa3sb MOAyAaMH TAOTOUHOM TpyOKH CO CAyxOM 
MIOSBOAKET CACAATb BEChMa BaxKHbIe Kak OOWeTeOpeTHYeCKHE BLIBOALI, 
TaK M BBIBOALI 10 BOIIpocy 06 ycBOeHHM MHOCTpaHHOrO A3bIKa UM 
cileyHaAbHO JAa Cypsonesaroruku. SaperucrpupoBaH Takxe mpo- 
yecc saukaHua. Oxasaaocb, 4TO rAOTOUHad TpyOKa B S9TOT MOMCHT 
3aCTBIBAe€T B TOPMO3HOM TOHMYECKON CyAOpore, IpousHeceHue CAora 
sacTONOpuBaeTCcA M CAOCTOBad Yellb MpepbiBaeTca. SaukaHHe — sTO 
WHCTEI CAy4ali CAOroBoro 3a60AcBaHHA, STO OTPUIJaHHe OAHOTO HAM 
HECKOABKMX 4ACHOB CAOTOBOii KOH BIOHKYMH. 

IIpu scei oveBMAHOCTH M HarAAAHOCTH MOAYYeHHEIX PakTOB OHH 
Bcé-TaKH H€AOCTaTOUHbI JAA OOOCHOBaHHA KOHIJeCMYMM TAOTOUHOTO 
o6pasosanua caora. Ha puc. 7 mpuBo4atca Kagpbi MpousHecenna /K/— 
[r/ u /t/—/a/. [I[pa oamHakosom MOAOx*KeHHH A3bIKa B MOMCHT O6pa30- 
BaHMa KaxKJOl Napbl STUX 3BYKOB, POPMbI FAOTOUHOM TpyOKu, XOTA HM 
CXO4HBI, HO eé OObéMEI pasaMaHEI. Lem MOXKHO OObACHHTL 9TO pa3- 
Aue? Boo6ue ropopa, Gpocaetca B rAasza, TO MOAYAAUMM TAOTKM 
Kak 6b1 ,,pa6cKM”’ NOBTOPAIOT POTOByIO aPTHKyAAMIO, HO BMECTE C 
TeM Ha TOMOpraHHBIX 10 pOTOBOM apTHKyAAIMM sByKax rAOTOUHAaA 
Tpy6ka BHOCHT Kakyl10-TO CBO10 NonmpaBky. OTaéTAMBO 3aMeTEH TAKKE 
aHTaroHu3sM MAM MpoTuBocTosHMe pra u raotTKu. IIpu 6oanuiom 
o6béme moaoctu pra (/a/, /o/) - raorouHasa Tpy6Ka y3ka, a Ip MaAOM 
o6béme porosoii noaoctu (/y/, /u/) — Tpy6xa mmpoxa. Dro sBaenue, 
ommcaHHoe TapHo!® na MaTrepvaae @paHiy3cKHx FAaCHBbIX, AOAKHO 
BBI3BaTh yAMBAcHHe. Beazb cy2xKeHHe TAOTKM yCHAMBaeT 3ByK, pac- 
KpbiTHe xe pta (mpu /a/) ycuant ero emé Goabuie, BCAC ACTBMe HaMAy4- 
Wux ycAoBMit ZAa usayyenua. Torga AupepenwMar pasHOrpOMKoO- 
CTH 3HAYMTEABHO Obi BOSPOC, a MBI, COrAACHO TIpexKHMM JONyWeHHsAM, 
umjem OObACHeHUA peaAbHO HaOAwAaemMOMy akTy Cx*KaTMA AMHAa- 
MMYeCKOrO AMallasoHa M CrAaxKMBaHMA pasHorpomKocTu. Bce stu u 
HekoTopbie Apyrue oOcTosTeaAbcTBa (HalIpHMep, BO3MO2KHOCTB 
10 Tarneaux, Traité de phonologie pratique et de phoniatrie . . . e.s.t. (1941). 
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MaCKMPOBKM PAJOM CTOMIJMX Pa3HOMOIJHBIX 3ByYKOB) 3aCTaBHAN 
IIpOAOAKHTE HCCAeA,OBaHHe MpobAemsI CAoroobpas0BaHHA. 

4a AaapHeiimiero uccAeAoBaHUA BOMIpOca CAeAOBaAo OOpaTUTEcA 
K M3y4eHMIO peyesoro AbixaHua. Ecam yuecth Matepnaant A. J. 
Pa6orHosa,'! u3syaaBuiero MeByecKM TOAOC, KOTOPbIe COBMaAaioT Cc 
4anHbmnu Tionyepa, To px4 BOsAyUIHBIX AaBAcHHi (B MMAAMMETpax 
PTyTHoro croa6a) mpm mpomMsHeceHMM rAaCHBIX HaXOJAMTCA B MOAHOM 
COOTBETCTBHM C BBILNICIpHBeACHHBIMH pxiyZaMM pasHOrPOMKOCTH, 
MOAO*KeHUA POPMaHT B ClieKTpe 4 O6bEMOB TAOTOUHOTO pesoHaTOpa: 


a oO 9 y u 
10 wm. 11 mM. 12 mM. 12,5 mm. 13,5 mM. 


Tloanoe cosnajeHue yeTEIpéex pAAOB, NOAYIEHHOe Pa3HbIMM MCCAe- 
AOBaTeCAMMM, B pa3sHOe BPeMA, KOHCYHO, He CAy4alino. Baro, — oweBu- 
4eu: Jaa o6pa3z0paHua Kaxkoro 3Byka pewn TpeOyetca ocobaa 
nopyua sHepruu. Tenepp Hwaxogut oObacHenue TOT aKT, 4TO 
Kax bili U3 peweBbIX 3ByKOB BapuMupyeT M0 Ocobo mmKaAe CAOCTOBOrO 
KBaHTOBaHHA. Cac goBaTeAbHO CylecTByeT CleyHaAbHbIii MexXaHH3M 
peryAMpoBaHMa peyeBOrO AbIXaHHA, OTAMYHBI OT MeXaHH3Ma 
cBo6o,Horo AbrxaHusa. Hao 6bta0 pacnpocrpaHutTs HabAlOseHHA Ha 
o6aacTb BCero TpaxecoOpoHxHaAbHOrO JepesBa. 

bsia mpuMeHéH MHOromeacBoi peHTTeHOKMMOrpad, MpH NOMOIM 
KOTOPOrO MOXKHO 3alIMCbIBaTh ABMXKeHMA AMadparmyl. PentreHo- 
KMMOrpaMMa 4MTaeTca Tak (puc. 8). B kax got us moaoc (12 mo.), 
COOTBETCTBEHHO M€CTy AMapparMbl, perucTpupyeTca OAMH M TOT 2Ke 
mpoyecc 3a yKasaHHOe Bpema. UutaTbh MOXKHO TOABKO OJHYy H3 
MOAOC M0 HallpaBAeHHIO, yKa3aHHOMy cTpeaAKoii. OmnyckaHue 
4uadparmui (1, 3) coorsercrsyet Bgzoxy, moAbém (2) — BEI“Oxy. Tak 
MIpoucxoguT mpu cBo604HOM, HepeyeBoM AbrxaHun. Ha puc. 9 npez- 
CTaBACHBI MapaJOKCaAbHble ABYXKeCHUA AMadparMbl MIpH HeIIpepbIBHOM 
mpousHecenuu caoros /au/ u /ua/. Ha puc. 10 BsuaHel aBwxKeHMA 
AMapparmsi mpu mpousHecenuu /u/. Takue peHTreHOKMMOrpaMMBI 
TIOAYYEHBI AAA pAAa 3BYKOBbIX COYUCTAHM B CAOXKHBIX CAOrax U 
CAOBax, HO JAA AaAbHeliei apryMeHTalJMM AOCTaTOUHO MpMBeJeH- 
HBIX. 

Huxkto He COMHEBaeTCA B TOM, YTO HOPMAaAbHad Pe4b IIPOHsBO- 


11 A. 4. Pa6ornos, ,,OcHosa gusMoaormu K MaTOAOrMM roAoca neByoB” (M., 
1930), crp. 39, a taxxe Boapm. Meguywucxaa sHyMKAonegua, ero cTaTba 
yl oaoc”, tom VII, crp. 628. 
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1~ BZ0x ; 2~ BeiZox; 














J- BQox; 
Puc. 8. 


AMTCA Ha BbIZOxe, BO BpeMA KOTOPOTO AHadparMa MOAHMMACTCA. 
| Tlouemy xe oHa BCAKHI pas OllyckaeTCA Tak, Kak 6y ATO Obi Mpoucxo- 
AMA BAOXx IIpu MpousHecenun /a/ (cpeau coraacHbIx Ha /A/) H Ha CAOro- 
pasgeae? Ha raxux xe 3Bykax, Kak /u/ u, ocobeHHO, /K/, /T/, /c/, ona 
pesko mogHuMaetTca BBepx — puc. 11 (/cKa/). Boo6mye ropops, Takue 
MapaAOKCaAbHble ABWXKCHUA CAC AOBAAO OXKU AAT M TEOPCTHYECKH, HO 
axe Mpoctie pacuéTEI He IpHXxOAAT B TOAOBy HM MaAO yOeAMTCABHEI, 
moka Ha pyKax HeT akTos. JjeiicrBuTeABHO, IPH CNOKOMHOM AbIxa- 
HMM Avapparma cnoco6Ha coBepmlaTb SKCKypcuo B mpeszeaax 1,16 
CM., pH dopcupoBaHHoM — 2,45 cm. Pes, koneaHO, He TpebyeT 
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gopcuposku. Jjonycrum, 4ro ona 6yAeT MOAHMMaTBCA Ha 2 cM. 
Torga mpu nogbéme Ha KaxK4OM CAore Ha 2 MM. (4TO GesycAOBHO 
MaAO, TaK KaK B 9TH KOAeCOaHMA HE YAOXKMTCA BECh AMalla30H CAOTO- 
BbIX AMHAMMYCCKMX Pa3sAM4Hii) 3a NOAHBI xO4 AMadparMbl MOKHO 
6n1A0 641 MpoMsHecTH TOABKO 10 caoroB, YTO OYEBUAHO HE COOTBET- 
cTByeT OObIHBIM HaOAlogeHuaM. YxKe OTCIOAa BUAHO, 4TO peyeBoe 
AbixaHve ylpaBAsdeTca B ApyroM pexkume, sem cBOOOAHOE. 

Aapparma uHorga NOAoro, a HHO Aa IpAMOAMHEHO OnycKaeTcA 
Ha KaxkJoM caoropasgeae. MoxHo ompegeauTb BepxHee MAaTO 
BbIJepXKKM CAOCra M HMXKHEE MOAe CAOTOBOTO CTOAHMA AMapparMyl. 
O6muiit nyTh auapparMaabHbrx KoAeOaHuii 3a OAH BbIAOX JOCTaTO4- 
HO BeAMK JAA TOTO, YTOOLI TOHKO peryAMpOBaTb Pa3HOCHABHOCTb 
CAOTOB, COOTBETCTBEHHO CAOTOBLIM KBaHTaM HM CHOPpMMpoBaTb AMHa- 
MMueCKyIO CTpyKTypy cAoBa. O6bacHeHue mapagoKca peyeBoro 
AbixaHna O6Aeruaetca, CCAM MIPHBAeUb eé HEKOTOpEIe :akTHI. 

IIpu momowm Toro xe peHTreHoKumorpada ObiAM MponsBezeHbI 
HaOAlOAeHHA 3a MePHCTaABTUKOM TpaxeoOpoHxMaAbHOro JepeBa B 
mpoyecce peyesoro mpousHecenua. OnsiTbl MpOM3sBOAMAMCh B 
KAMHHKE IIpM COOTBETCTBYIOWJMX MOKasaHMAXx JAA AETOUHBIX GOABHEIX 
(KOHTPOAb Ha 340POBOM AérKOM) HM TIpH cTporoM BpayeOHOM HaJ- 
sope. B sqgoposyio MOAOBMHy Tpaxeo6poHxMaAbHOro AepeBa BBO- 
AMAOCh Ha3aAbHO KOHTpacTHoe BeysecTBo (vogoautioa). [loayyen- 
Had Pe€HTTCHOKMMOrpaMMa OTpaxkaaa MepucTaabTuKy 6pouxos. M3 
puc. 12 suaHo, uTO OpoHxMaAbHBIe BETOUKM MOAHMMAIOTCA M OMYyC- 
Kal0TCA Ha KaxKOM 3ByKe M CAOre, NOBTOPAA B TOUHOCTH ABMKCHMA 
auapparmpr. He octaHaBauBasch Ha husMOAcrudecKO HHTepmpe- 
Tamu MHTepecHoro MexaHU3Ma O6poHxHaAbHOi MepHcTaAbTMKH MIpu 
pew, mogBeyém utor Bcex HabAloszeHHii B YaCTM Mpoyecca CAoro- 
o6pa3z0BaHHaA. 

1, CaoxHbrli abrxaTeAbHbIii anmapaT Ha KaxK JOM 3ByKe TOBTOpsAeT 
porosyio apruxyasayuio. Iloayaaetca BnewaTaeHMe, 4TO apTHKy- 
AMpyeT BeCb UIMPOKO pasBeTBAEHHbIM pewe ABMTaTeABHbIM AHAAMSATOP. 
CoorsetcTseHHo nopsaky HOMepos, BbIOpaHHBIx U3 aApaBuTa PoHeEM 
m0 mpapuAaam oTOopa u3 aadaButa MOopdem, peyeBoe AbIxaHue 
OTIycKaeT BCAKHIi pas BIIOAHE ONpeseAéHHy!O NOpyMIO sHEprUn. 
Taxum o6pa3oM, MHOrocTyneH¥aTad Onepayua AusbIOHKYuM (HAM 
MAM) AOMOAHACTCA KOHBIOHTKMBHOM onepayueli (u, M, 4H), T.€. 
BKAIOUCHHEM Ha Ka2%K OM DACMEHTE KOHETHOLO BbIOOpa OAHOBPeMeCHHO 
BCex 4acTeli MpoMsHOCMTeABHOTO mpHOopa. Henoansiii sByk mpe- 
BpamaeTca B NOAH. AMsbIOHKUMM — STO MapaAAecAbHble Yer 
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3 cex. < 
@ouayua a-a-u-n. 
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BKAIOUCHHU, KOH bIOHKIMA — MOCACAOBaTeAbHad YelIb OAHOBPeMeH- 
HBIX BKAIOUCHHH. 

2. [lapagoxcaabyoe onyckaHue AnadparMbl Ha HEKOTOPBIX 3ByKax 
peu u peskuii eé NOAbEM Ha APyrux sByKax CACAyeT paCCMaTPUBaTh 
Kak peryAupyemyto COaBKy BO3AYUIHOrO AaBACHMA B OAHMX CAyaasX 
u 4oOaBky — B Apyrux. Drum ycrpaHaeTca upesMepHOCTh pasHOrpom- 
KOCTH HM OMaCHOCTb MaCKMpoBKH 3Bykos. [IpoucxoguT cmkaTue AMHa- 
MM4ECKOFO AMalla30Ha pew, 10 400HOe Mpoyeccy Aocrapu@MupoBaHHA, 
Korga 6oAbuIMe MpupocTE! reoMeTpHyeckoOi Mporpeccuu yKAaJbIBa- 
}OTCA B IIPONOPWYMOHAABHY!O UIKaAy MA@AbIX IIPMpOcToB apudMetu- 
weckoii mporpeccuu. Octasuimiica nocae stoi onepayuu Auddepeu- 
Yaa pa3sHOrpOMKOCTH, Tak Ke KaK M CII€KTpaAbHbiii COCTaB, BbITIOA- 
HAeT PYHKYMIO PasAMYeHMA HEMOAHBIX 3ByKOB.?? 

3. OnyckaHne AuadparMsi pu MpousHeceHHM HEKOTOPBIX 3ByKOB 
M Ha CAoropa3qeAax OcAaOAKeT CKOPOCTb MOTOKa BbIAbIXaeMOrO 
ra3a, a M3MeHeHMe MpocBeTa OpoHxHaAbHbIX TpyOOK MeHAeT KOAH- 
wecTBO (Maccy) MOgaBaemoro BosAyxa. CoueraHue sTUXx AByX CO- 
CTaBASIOWIMX MO3BOAKeT PeryAMPOBaTb BEAMYMHY BOSAYWIHOTO AaB- 
A€HHA B reHepaTOpHOH CHCTeMe M COOTBETCTBEHHO CAOTOBy10 pasHO- 
CHABHOCTB. 

4. [lentpaabHoe ynpaBaeHHe peyesxBMxKeHHAMM H AbIXaTeAbHaA 
cucTeMa AO Ha¥aAa yCBOCHHMA KOJa AaHHOTO AsbIKa He OO6AazaloT 
uHpopMalMel Oo cnoco6ax BbITIOAHCHMA AM3bIOHKTMBHBIX M KOH- 
IOHKTHBHOK Onepayuli. Caegzenua O HMX MOCTyMaloT TOABKO Yepes 
KOHTPOAMpyeMBle CAYXOM MOAYAAIMM HaACTaBHol TpyOKu. 

IJentpaabHoe ympaBAeHve MOCbIAaeT CHTHaA Ha KaKOe yroJHO 
cAayyalinoe ABMxKeHMe HadACcTaBHOl TpyOKu (cayyaiiHoO 3aq4aHHoe 
sHaueHne — X,). BrmoaneHubiii B pewe ABMXKeHMAX 3ByK (PakTHIeECKH 
AOcTurHyToe 3sHayeHHe — X,) OWeHMBaeTCA CAYXOM TIO ASbIKOBOM 
HOpMe (40A2KHOe 3HadeHHe — X,). PasHuya sTux sHayeHuii — Xy — 
X,—-X,, kak curHaa owmMOKH, NOCTyNMBUIMi 10 AByM MyTaM OOpatT- 
HOM CBASM — CAYXOBOM M KMHECTETMYCCKOM, YHHYTOKAECTCA B MOCAE- 
Aylougux MOchIAax WeHTpaAbHoro ympaBaeHua. Kunecteruueckue 
CMrHaABI OT PpOTOBOM MOAOCCTH MHPOpMupyloT O xoge oTOopa 
@oHeM, a CHrHaAbI OT TAOTOUHOM TpyOKH — O AMHaMMKe CAOTOJe- 
aenus. Takum oOpa3om peyesoii mpu6op MoxeT 6bITb Ha3sBaH CaMO- 


12 Drum oObacHAeTCA, HalIpuMep, y3HaBaHHe 3ByKOB Ip cpe3saHUM HEKOTCPEAX 
gopmant. M nao6opot, amnautygaHoe orpaHwueHue MpH coxpaHeHuu HopMaHT 
He yxyAulaeT pas6opumBocTH. DTO 3sHadHT, ITO HaJEKHOCTh PasAMYEHHA 3BYKOB 
o6ecneyeHa AByMa M3O6bITOUHLIMM KOMIIOHCHTaMH. 
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HaCTpaMBaloIgMMCA ME€X@HH3MOM, IIOCTeNe¢HHO HaKarlAMBaloluM 
wepes CAyxOBOM M peYeABMraTeABHBI KaHaAbl MOAMpOrpamMmMhl 
caoBolipousHeceHua. CaoxkuBurMiica MexaH¥3M Ped MOXKHO OTHECTH 
K KaTefOpHM Me€XaHH3MOB C IIporpaMMHBIM peryAMpoBaHueM, pabo- 
TaiolguM B CACAAIeEM pexKuMe, rae CAcAMMM MpucnocobacHHem 
ABAACTCA ABOMHOM POTOFAOTOUHEIM pesoHaToOp. 

5. Msaoxennpie hakTbI MOSBOASIOT Ha3BaTb BbIABHTaeMyl0 3,1€Cb 
KOHYenyMio KOHYeMyMel TACTOUHOTO OOpas0BaHMaA CAora. 


4 


Oco6sii uHTepec mpegacTaBAseT CucTemMa ympaBAeHua peyeszBUxe- 
HuaMM. OcTaBAaad B CTOpoHe BaxKHelimme mpoOAeMbI KOPKOBOrO 1 
MOAKOPKOBOTO ypoBHeli peryAMpPOBaHMA PeYeBBIMM ABYXKCHHAMH, a 
TakxKe IyTH MHHeEpBayMuM, OrpaHWM4MMCA pacCMOTpeHMeM sTOrO 
BOmpoca B TEPMMHaX yIIpaBAeMBIX CHCTEM, IIPHMeCHAA AAA STOTO 
IIpocTEIe MOAOKeHHA AATeOpPbI AOCTUKH. 

IIpousnocuteabHEii anmapaT weaoseKa mpescraBaseT coboii 
CTpyKTypy, COcTOsyio m3 Tpéx MepapxMyeCKH pacIOAO*KeHHEIX 
yupapasemsrx cuctem. IIpexge Bcero — sTO MHEBMaTM4eCKM Mexa- 
HM3M, YIIpaBAAeMBIi C2KATBIM Fa30M. l'asoHocHbIe TpyOKU, AMaMeTPOM 
OT AOAC MHAAMMETpa AO HECKOABKMX CaHTMMETPOB, MOryT Tepe- 
KPbIBaTbCA B pasHBIX MCCTaX 3aTBOPaMH, 3allMpas BOSAYWIHBIM MOTOK 
MAM OOpa3ya WeAM pasHOl BeAMuuHEI. as c MepeMeHHBIM AaBAc- 
HHeM BBIIlIe ATMOCPEPHOTO MpOXxOAMT M0 TpyOkam H MepegaéT sHEprii0 
3BYKOBBIM reHepaTopam. Cam mHeBMaTH4eCcKHii MexaHM3M yripaB- 
AAeTCA pasHOOOpasHbIMH MBIICIHBIMM CHCTeMaMM, KOTOPBIe B CBOIO 
oyvepeyzb MOAYMHAIOTCA yIIpaBAeHMIO HepsHOi cucTemBI. Pa6ota 
He€PBHOM CHCTeMbI MOXKET ObITh yaTeHa 110 pesyAbTaTaM BKAIOYeHUi 
BBIKAIOUCHMM MBIMCIHEIX OOpasoBaHuii. Takum o6pa3z0m, uccaesys 
STO CpeAHee 3BeHO, MBI OMMChIBAeM IIPHHIMIbI yupaBAecHua BCeli 
ylpaBAseMOu CTpyKTypbl. 

Aja o6pasopaHua peyesoro 3sByKa HeOOxOAMMBI TPH CHCTeMBI: 
a) reHepatopHas, 6) pesoHaTopHas, B) sHepreTMueckaa. Dru Tpu 
MBIINIC4HEI€ CHHEpr M MX 3B€HbA MOTyT IIPHHMMAaTb ABa KOMaHAHBIX 
3HAYCHHA — BKAIOYCHO, BbIKAIOYCHO, ITO MOSBOAKCT IIPHHATh MOACAb 
ylpaBAeHua, OMMChIBaeMylO Yepes MOCpeACTBO CMCTeMbI OMHAPHEIX 
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IIpumeom caegytomue 6yksenuEre O6osHadenua: I - renepatopHaa 
cuctema, I't ToHosoe sBeHO reHepaTopa (roaocosbie cBa3Ku), [ch — 
IITyYMOBOE 3BeHO (3aTBOpsI M WeAM BO pty), P — pesonaTopHas cucTe- 
ma, Pa, b, c, d — skawoueHua O6béMoB poToBOrO pesoHaTopa, D — 
sHepreTuyeckaa cucTema, Ca — Caor, — 3HaK MMIAMKayMM, 4epTa 
Hag 6yKBoli OTpHaHue, 3Hak V — AM3BIOHKYUA, 3HAK & — KOHIOH- 
Kyua, ( ) — ckoOxu. 

O6pasosaHne cAora B HOpMaAbHOMt pew MOXeT OnITS 3allMCaHO B 
BUAe MMMANKaluH : 


T&P&d+Ca. (1) 


T.€. CCAM OAHOBPCMCHHO BKAIOYEHEI STM TPH MBIMCIHbIC CHHEprUun, 
To ects caor. IIpu aehextax pew HeEKOTOpsie M3 CHCTEM MAM 3BEHbEB 
MOTyT He BKAIOWaTECA. BerkaloueHe TOHOBOTO 3BeHa reHepaTopa AaéT 
aoHun : 

Tt& P& 9—+Ca. (2) 


rae Ca o6osHauaer Aeext caora. [Ipu ogHom u3 BUAOB MOTOpHOH 
adasuu Hapyulaetca OTOOp doneM: 


(fT & (Pavbvcvdve...) & 9) +Ca (3) 


rae Ca. — gedext caora. Ecan BprkaiouaeTca sHeEpreTM4ecKad CHCTE- 
Ma, cAora Boobie He OOpasyerTca: 


(9 +f & P) + Ca (4) 


rae Ca. - orcytcrsue caora. Sto saukanue. Duepreruyeckas cuctema 
pa6oraeT mo TOHMUeCKOMy MIpHHUMMy, STO 3HaYMT, YTO OHA MOXKET 
BKAIOWATECA MAM BbIKAIOUATbCA YACTHUHO. JJolycKaeTca, YTO BeAH- 
4MHa 4acTH usBecTHa. O6o3HadHMM YaCTHYHOe BKAIOUCHHE SHEpreTu- 
weckoii cuctembI — Dr. Taorounas Tpy6xka (g) BXOAUT B pezoHaTOpHy!0 
CHCTeMy HM CBOMMM MOJYASUMAMH KOHTPOAMpyeT sHepreTH4ecKy1o0 
cucTeMy B 4acTM peyesoro AbixaHHa. YUMTbIBAaA STM COOTHOMICHMA, 
3BYKOBy10 PeYb TAYXOHEMOFO MOXKHO MIpeACTaBUTs Tak: 


(Tr & (Pavbvecvd...z) & (g—>9r))>Ca_ (5) 


rae Ca o6osHayaet moTepio pasbopumpoctu = 37%. Hakoney, ecau 
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BOSHHMKaeT COCTOAHMC, TIpH KOTOPOM He BKAIOUaeTCA HM OHA U3 
CHCTEM: 


T&P&d+>Cr. (6) 


ie A le 


— pew Het. Dro — myTus3M. 

Ecan B paccMOTpeHHe BBECTH BKAIOUCHHA U3 BCEX 3-x aAdaBUToR, 
B TOM 4MCAe HM aAaBUTa CAOB, TO MOxeT ObITh AaHO ucuMcAcHUe | * 
BbICKa3bIBaHMii M0 BCeli CMCTeMe A3bIKa, KAaK B HOPME JAA KaxKAOrO 
A3bIKa, TAK M JAA BCEX CAYYAeB MaTOAOrMM pew MCTyneHeli ycBoeHuA 
a3bika. O4HaKo 9TH MpOOAeMBI BLIXOAST y2Ke U3 ChepbI Teopuu caora. | 

O6maa cxema pa6oTsl MpoMsHOCHTeABHOrO aliMapaTa JaHa Ha 
puc. 13. Kax sugHo, ona mpegctaBaset co6oii peuierky 6uHapHbEIx 
AZeaenuit. Haquém eé urenne c rouxu A. B neppom jseaeHuu dHepre- 
THWeCKad CHCTeMa B IeAOM IIpOTMBOMOCTaBAKeTCA TeHepaTopHoi us! 
pesoHaTopHoli, BsaTbiImM BMecte. TeHeparopHaa m pesoHaTOpHaat | 
CHCTEMBI BKAIOUAIOTCA TOABKO MM TOABKO B TOM CAy4ae, CCAM BKAIOUCHA 
sHepreTHyecKad CHCTeMa. DTO COOTHOLMICHME MOXKHO 3allMCaTb Tak: 


a ee lU.e,dlC(C 


(9 >T & P) & (OT & P) e 
MAM B KOHBIOHKTHBHOM Popme: Bix 
9.F&9.P&9.T&D. Ps (7) 


Caeaylousee pas zeaenne AaéT IpOTMBOMOCTaBAeHHe reHepaTOpHoii 4 
pesoHaTopHoli cuctem. Ecau BKAloueHa reHepaTOpHas CHCTeMa, TO 
BKAIOWeHa HM PesOHaTOPHad M, CCAM HE BKAIOUCHA TeHe-paTOopHas, 
TO He BKAIOWeHa M pesOHaTOpHaa: 


(T+ P) & ((>P) =fP&IrP (8)34 


AjaapHelimiee pa3zqzeaeHue MpOHCxO4HT BHYTpM reHepaTOpHOl 
cuctembI. BxaiowaeTca HAM TOHOBOM MAM UyMOBOi TeHepaTOp HAM 
o6a BMecTe: 


tv ch (9) 


18 


4a ynpowenua Touxa Mexazy 6ykBamu (kOTOpy!0 MOxKHO MponycTutTs) o60- 
3HataeT 3Hak Au3sbionyun. Iloanaa 3ammcpb 6piaa 6nI: 

(S vl) & (BvP) & (BvI) & (DvP). 
Dro NOAOKeHve MMECT 3HAYCHHE TOABKO JAK OOLTAHOM TPOMKOii pew, TaK Kak 
Ha WIONOTe BO3MOXKEH PesOHAHC FAaCHbIX 6€3 BKAIOUCHHA TOHOBOTO reHepaTopa. 


14 
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Coornomienue BKAIOYeHH TAOTOUHON TpyO6Ku (g) um poToBoii no- 
aoctu (o)!5 3ammuretca Tak: 


(g & o> ca) & (g&0-—> ca) = (govca) & (gov ca) (10) 


Yro o6o3sHayaeT : — CAOr BKAIOUACTCA TOABKO M TOABKO B TOM CAy¥ae, 
€CAM BKAIOUCHBI FAOTOUHBIM HM POTOBbIii pesoHaTOPbI BMECTE. 

Porosoii pesoHaTop pa3sseaseTca Ha ceTKy OuHapHBIx AcAcHuii, 
COOTBETCTBYIOWIMX 4MCAy OObéMOB dTOM YaCTH pesoHaTOpa JAA 
AaHHoro asbika. AKyCTM4€CKH 9TO COBMaaeT C AAPaBHTOM HEMOAHBIX 
spykos. []punyun nocrpoenua Tako pemieTKu xopomio paspaboTraH 
P. Axo6conom, K. lr. M. Dawtom u M. Tanae.!* 

Tak kKaK BKAIOUeHHe TreHepaTOpHOi CHCTeMbI MMIIAMIMpyeT 
BKAIOYCHHE PesOHaTOPHOi HM, KPOME TOTO, MOXKET BKAIOUATECA AOMOA- 
HMTCAbHbIM HOCOBbIM pesoHaTOp (Ha CxemMe NyHKTup u Oyxsa H.), 
TO IIpH O4HOM H TOM xe OObEMe POTOBOFO pesoHaTOpa MOXET MOAy- 
YHTbCA HECKOABKO CriekTposB. MHage ropopa, HOMepoB O6bEMOB POTO- 
BOO pesOHaTOpa MCHbIIe, YM HOMEPOB CrieKTpoB, OOpa3y1omsMxca 
Ha BEIxOge pewesoit cuctembl. Ecau cocTaBAsiomme clieKTpa, 3a- 
BHCAIHe TOABKO HM TOABKO OT O6bEMOB POTOBOM MOAOCTH O603HadTUMTb 
6ykBaMu: «, B, y, 3, ¢...@, a BKAIOUWEHHA FeHepaTOpoB M HOCOBOrO 
pesonatopa: t, ch, H, ro KoAm4ecTBO HOMEpoOB CIIe€KTpOB Ha BbIXOAe 
CHCTeEMBI MOXKHO IIpeACTaBUTs Kak MpousBeAeHue TPéx AM3SbIOHKYMH. 


(2vBvyv8...) & (tvch) & (HvH) (11) 
Torga Bo3sMOxHBI CAeazylomjue KOMOuHayMH: 
atHvatHvechHvetchHvetchH ... ut.a. 


Ileppax komOuHayua oO6o3sHayaeT HeHOCOBOM rAacHBbIli, BTOpad — 
HOCOBOM TAaCHbIM, KaK BO @paHWy3CKOM ASbIKe, TPeTbA — UIyMHbIii 
COrAacHbIi, weTBépTad — COHOPHBbIM COrAacHbili, MaATad — HOCOBOH 
COrAacHbiii, Kak B pyCCKOM ss3bike. Ho mpu OAHOM HM TOM K€ POTOBOM 
o6béme /x/ He MOXKET BKAIOUMTECA, HAlIpHMepP, Ha rAaCHBIX MAM TOHO- 
BbIt MAM UIyMOBOi pesOHaTOpbI, a BCerga TOAEKO TOoHOBBIii. IIpu 
Apyrom o6béme porozoro pe3zonatopa /f/, HalIpuMep Ha COrAaCHBbIX, 


18 Jaa ynpowenua AM3bIOHKYMIO O6bEMOB POTOBOM NOAOCTH 3aMeHseM GyKBoii 0. 
16 Roman Jakobson, C. G. M. Fant, Morris Halle, Preliminaries to Speech Analysis 
(Acoust. Labor. Massachusetts Inst. of Technology, Second print, 1955). 
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Bcerga 6yAeT BKAIOWATECA MAM TOABKO UIyMOBOM MAM UIyMOBOM 1 
TOHOBBIM BMecTe. Dro ompesecaseTcA TeM, 4YTO POTOBad MOAOCTS 
ABAACTCA HE TOABKO Pe30HaTOPOM, HO M TeHepaTOPOM IIyMOBBIX 
aBpykos. HesosmMoxHa mM KOMOMHayMaA TOA YepToH oTpuyaHua: 
a & ch & H, Tak kak HOCOBOH pe3z0HaHC He MOXET BO3HMKHYTb IIpui 
OTCYTCTBHM TOHOBOTO reHepaTopa. Bcé sto BBOAMT NepBbIii px4, orpa- 
HMYeHMH B KOMOMHAYMM ykKa3aHHbIx Tpéx AusbionKkyu (11). 
Bropoi pa4 orpaHuyeHuli BBOAMTCA CO CTOPOHbI pellieTKH MOpdem 
(o6e pemieTKM HaxOAATCA B OTHOMICHMM B3aMMHOTO MMIIAMYMpO- 
BaHua). TOABKO TaKMe HEMOAHBIC 3BYKM BXOAAT B pelleTKy oHemM, 
KOTOpbie HeOOXOAMMBI M AOCTATOUHBI JAA COCTABACHMA CAOB JaHHO- 
ro a3bIkKa 110 IpaBMAaM peuleTKH Mopdem. B Kone KOHYOB IMCAO 
HETMOAHBIX 3BYKOB Ha BBIXOJ€ CMCTEMBI OrpaHMYMBacTCA B pasHbix 
a3bIKaX T10-pa3sHOMy B TIpegeaax, npumepHo, oT 30 go 70, aTo Ha 
cxeme puc. 13 o603HaaeHo 6yxBamu oT/a/ 40/Z/u coctraBaseT aadaBuT 
AM3bIOHKTHBHOIO OTOOpa PoHeM: 


avbvcvdve....Z. (12) 


Duepretuyeckad CMCTeMa COCTOMT M3 paza 3BeHBeB. OcTaHOBMMca 
mogpobHee Ha MepBOM, rAaBHOM JAA TeOpuu CAora, paszeacHun. Dra 
CHCTeMa pa3AeAseTca Ha: a) rAOTOUHy10 TpyOKy (g), KoTOpas OAHO- 
BPeMCHHO BXOAMT KaK B PesOHaTOPHy0O, TaK M B SHEpreTH4ecKy10 
CMCTeMBI (4TO BHAHO Ha Cxeme) u 6) MCMOAHMTeABHBI ~MexaHH¥3M 


u.M. 
PeryAMpOBaHHA BOSAYUIHEIX AaBAcHM (Ha cxeme ), KOTopsiit 
p-B.4 





4Aa ynpowenua o603sHaaum R. Mcnoanureabupiii MexaHH3M pery- 
AMPOBaHHA BOSAYUIHBIX JaBACHH BKAIOUACTCA TOABKO HM TOABKO B TOM 
CAy4ae, ECAH BKAIOUCHBI MOAYAAIMM TAOTOUHON TpyOKu!’: 


(g>R) & (g>R) =gR&ER (13) 


CoequHaa KOHBIOHKTMBHO paHee MIpMBeJeHHOe BbICKa3sbIBaHHe 
10 u 13, noayaun: 


(govca) & (govea) &ZER&g_R (14) 
IIpousseaa yMHOxKeHMe, NOAYYMM KOHBIOHKYHI: 


goca&gakoakgR&gR (15) 


17 


Saecb BO BCexX CAy4asX MMEETCA B BUHAY PeryAMpOBaHHe TOABKO peweBoro. 
AbIXaHHA B HOpMe, a He CBOOOAHOrO AbIXaHMaA. 
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Ilpespatus sTy KOHbIOHKYMIO B AMSbIOHKYMIO M MOTOM CHOBAa B 
KOHBIOHKYMIO AAA yIIPOWeHHA OTHOMWeHMM, MOAyIMM IIpOcTIe 
CACACTBHA M3 IIPMHATEIX MOCIAOK,”* KOTOpBIe Ay4llle BCero mpeACcTa- 
BUTb B POPMe MMMAMKayui : 


l1—g—>R 5—ca—>g 
2—R-—-g 6—ca—>R 
3—g &o-ca 7—O&R-—>c& 
4—g&ca-O 8—R&ca>O 


Caegctsua |, 2, 3, 4 sammcanbi B MOCBIAKax M MOsTOMy He AaloT 
Hwyero HOBOTO, 8—oe cacacTBHe — GaHaabHo. Tpu caeactsua — 5, 6, 7 
mp ux akruuecko mMHTepmpeTayuM mpeAcTaBAaIOT MHTepec. 
Caeactsue 5 o603sHauaeT: CCAM MMCETCA CAOTOPasACAbHOCTE peu, 
T.€. pas6op4MBOCTh, TO BKAIOUMAMCh FAOTOUHBIC MOAYARYMM. Hanom- 
HMM, 4TO TIpM MCCAeAOBaHHM pa3sbopuMBOCTM y4MTbIBaeTCA Mpen- 
MYIJ€CTBCEHHO aHCaMOAb OHEM, HO HE Yell CAOTOBBIX CTPyKTyp, 
3aBMCMMBIX OT TAOTOUHEIX MOAyAsyuH. Caegactsue 6 o6o3sHauaer: 
€CAM €CTb MIpOM3HOCMTeAbHad €4HHMYa, TO BKAIOUMAACh CMCTeMa 
clleywaAbHoro peryAMpoBaHua. DTO caeACTBHe B COC¢AMHEHMM CO 
CAe€ACTBHeM 7: CCAM ECTh aAPaBUT MOHEM HM MX AMHAMMUECKOE pery- 
AMpOBaHHe, TO ecTb CAoroBaa (pa3s6opamMBas) Yerb, MOsBOAKeT yTOU- 
HMTb yCAOBHA KOHCTpyuMpoBaHua MpHOopos MCKyCCTBeHHOM pew, B 
WaCTHOCTM AAA YCTHOTO MallIMHHOFO MepeBosa. 

AagdasutT oHeM He BeAMK, CACJOBaTeABHO onepayua oT6opa 
CPpaBHMTeABHO mpocta. OaHako, BCAeCACTBHe MHOTOCTyMeH4aTOCTH 
oT6opoB M BKAIOUCHHA AMHAMMYCCKMX KBaHT, YHCAO MepexOAHEIX 
IIpOWeccoB OFCHb BEAMKO, MOsTOMy MepexoJ K KOHbIOHKYMM CAOKEH. 
BosmoxkHO yipomeHHue nyTém yBeAMaeHHA aAdaButa PoHeM 3a CueT 
ma6AOHHBIX TIporpaMM JAA MepexoOgHBIx mpoyeccos. Ho mp stom 
nocrpagaeT pasOopayMBocTb M BO BCAKOM CAyyae He 6ygeT Jo- 
CTHIHyTa €CTe€CTBCHHad BbIPAasHTeABHOCTS pew. Caeactsua 6 u 7 
YTBeEpxXAaloT, YTO B HOPMAALHOM pew MMeeT MECTO peryAMpoBaHHe 
TlepexOAHBIX TIpoyeccos, a He aMATb Ha HEKOTOPOe YHCAO BO3MOXK- 
HBIX Tepexogos. CaegoBaTeAbHO MCTHHHad MOJeAb pean Tpebyer 
aBTOMaTH¥eCckOro peryAMpoBaHua CAocroBoii AMHaMUKH. Bmecte c 
Tem B cAecAcTBuax 6 uw 7 HeT CMMBOAAa g, TpeOylomsero BKAIOUCHHA 
MM€HHO TAOTOUHBIX HM TOABKO rAOTOUHBIX MOAYARYM. CaegosaTerb- 
HO HeET HeOOXOAMMOCTH KOIIMpoBaTb peyesoi mpubop, Halmpumep, 


18 Dru onepayun 34eCb MpOnyckKawTca M AaloTCA IPAMO CACACTBHA. 
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* eee 


wae. 19, 
D — sHepretwueckaa cuctema. TP — renepatopHas u pesoHaTOpHas CMCTeMBI 
copmectHo (I & P). I — rexeparopHas cuctema. P — pesonaropHas cuctema. t — 
TOHOBBIM reHepatop. ch — uryMosbiiit renepatop. T'aor. rpy6xa. Porosasa moaocts. 
a,B...c...d.z—pemerexa donem. Mm/p.s.4. — ucnOAHMTeEAbHEIM MCXaHH3M 


11.1. 
PeryAmpoBaHHa BOS AYUIHBIX AaBAcHHii. Zz > HOnepedHo-noAocaTEIe MBILIJEI. 


T'/m — raaqkme MBINYBI. 4 — AMadparma. M/m — mexpe6epxsre memmysr. [].y (B 
OKpy2XHOCTH) — YeHTpaAbHoe ympaBaenne. K — xopa. I1.x. — noakopKa, —— 3Hak 
uMnAMKayuu, H — nocosoii — HOcoBol pesoHaTop {—————, — KoMaH BI uM NyTH 
adepentayun. 
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B 4aCTH MHCBMAaTHYCCKOrO MeXaHH3Ma, AOCTaTOUHO AoOuTECA 
SKBMBaACHTHOCTM B cniocoGe peryAMpoBaHus. Jaa sTOrTO MOXKET 
6nITh MOcTpoeHa SACKTpH4eCKad MOJeAb, paboTaiomlad MO 3aKOHy 
TAOTOGHBIX MOAYAAIMH. 

IIpogoaxuM kpaTKoe paccmotpeHue cxembi puc. 13. Mcmoa- 
HHTCABHBIM + Me€XaHH3M peryAMpOBaHMA BO3SAYUIHBIX aBACHHii 
M.M. 
p.B.4. 
MbUbI Hu 6) raagkue MEM. [leppoe sseHo pa6oraeT c maroBoilit 
peryAMposkoii, Tak KaK OMpejecACHHOe BPeMA PeCYMMPOKHO BKAIO- 
waeTCA M BBIKAIOUaCTCA HCKOTOPad Ipylilia BOAOKOH MBIIII] aHTa- 
roHuctos. Bropoe sBeHo paOotaeT TOHMYeCKH u OGecrIemMBaeT 
HelIpepbiBHOe peryAMpOBaHHe MaCCHI BbIXOAAIWero rasa. B sto 3BeHO 
BXOAUT BCé TpaxcoOpoHxHuarbHoe Aepeso. Ilepspoe aBeHo, KaK BUAHO 
M3 CX€MBI, Pa3sACAKCTCA Ha ABa NOJ3BeHa — a) MexpPéOepHEIe MBILLIEI 
u 6) auapparma, o paOote KoTopoii yxe ynoMMHaaoce. 

IIpeactapaenHas Ha puc. 13 cxema mMoxeT OsITh paspaOoTaHa 
6oaee nogzpo6xo. B aacrHoctu no Tomy xe OuHapHOMy IpHHYMiy 
MOoryT ObITb HalizeHbI pasqcAcHMA B CuCTemMe MexpéOepHEIX HM 
rAaakux Mb. PacnpocrpaHeHue JeacHuii 3aBMCUT OT Yeaecii u 
sagau uccaegosanua. IIpegcrapaser untTepec 6oaee nozpobunaa 
paspa6orka ulymMozoro reHepatopa (ch), Tak KaK C 9THMM CBA3aHa 
mpoOaema cTpyKTypHol KAaccudukayuu coraacubix. Caeayet 
o6paTHTb BHMMaHHe M Ha BOSMOXKHOE passeAcHHe TOHOBOTO reHepa- 
Topa Ha J4Ba 3B¢Ha — MCTMHHBIC M AOXKHBIC TOAOCOBBIC CBA3KH. 
Pentrenoaormyeckue Habalogenua — puc. 14 — moKasbiBaloT, 4TO 
MOPraHHeBbI KeAYAOIKH, PaCIOAOXKeHHbIe MCKAY STHMM 3BCHbAMH, 
MBAHIOTCA AOCTATOUHO TOUHBIM MHAMKaTOpOM MOACBASOUHOTO AaB- 
AeHua. OqHako JAd apryMeHTaYMM BLIABMTaeMOl KOHYeNYHH CAOro- 
o6pa3z0BaHHa TIpeAC1aBAeHHas CXEMa AOCTaTOUHAa. 

Bmecto pesiome OMmMIleM KpaTKO TrAaBHbIii MOMCHT CAOTOBOrO 
peryAuposanua. [lentpaabHad KOMaHJa 3aCTaBAKeT TAOTOUHYIO 
TpyOky mpuHaTb Kakylo-HHO6y4b ompegeaéHHylo hopmy u ob6bém 
(sagaHHoe sHayeHue — X,).!° OqHoppemeHHad KOMaHAa B agpec 
AbIXaTeAbHOM CHCTeMbI BbISbIBAeT HaMOAHeHMe TAOTOUHOM TpyOKu 
BosAyxoMm. Bapopeyenropsi TpyOku y4uTbBaloT d@akTM4eCcKU JO- 
CTurHyToe 3HayeHve (X,), pH sTOM dopma TpyOKu MoxeT Jaxe 





) pasaeasetca Ha JBa 3BeHa: a) MoMmepeaHO MOAOCcaThIe 


18 DTo BUAHO, F-puMep, us puc. 6, rage B kagpe 18, ewé go hoHagun Hau- 
HaeTca MO WeHTPaAbHOi KOMaHJe OJHOBPeMCHHO ABWXKCHMEe A3bIKa BIIEpeA UM 
pacumpenne raorouHolt Tpy6xu (ympexgenue). 
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HapyumtTsca. Takum o6pa3zom, raoTouHaa TpyOka moayuaeT o6e 
BeAMUMHEI — X,u X,. Pasnuya Mexazy HuMu — X, — X, mocbiaaetca 
KaK CMrHaA OWIMOKM B IeHTpaAbHoe ympaBacHHe JAAa MCIIpaBAeHHa. 
Dra mpocras cxema oOpaTHoii cBa3M OT rAOTOUHOM TpyOKH, 3aMbIKa- 
loljad WHAPKyAApHylo Welb aBTOMATHU4ECKOFO yIIpaBACHHA, ABAACTCA 
TAaBHBIM @e€HOMCHOM [AOTOUHOM peryAMpoBKH caoroo6paso- 
BaHua. Tak KaK rAOTOWHad TpyOKa HaxOAMTCA B CUCTeMe HelIpous- 
BOABHOFO yIIpaBACHHA, HO KOHTPOAMpyeTCaA CAyXOM, TO CHCTeMa 
a3bIKa YCBAMBacTCA 110 ABYM OCHOBHbIM KaHaAaM — CAYXOBOMY HM 
KMHeCcTeTuyeckoMy. Mogyaayuu raoTouHol TpyOku HeAb3A HaAa- 
AMT 10 CAOBeCHOM MHCTpykKYMH (MOCTaBb TAOTKy TaK-TO), HO MO%KHO 
OTperyAMpoBaTb m0 cayxy. Cama xe mpo6aema oBAageHua pery- 
AMPOBKOli IIPOM3BOABHO HeylIpaBAAeMBIX CHCTeM IIpeACTaBAKeT 6OAB- 
mou MepcieKTMBHEIM MHTEPEc. 


3 ampeas 1958. 
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GRAMMATICAL AND LEXICAL QUANTIFICATION 
IN THE SYNTAX OF THE RUSSIAN NUMERAL 


by 


DEAN STODDARD WORTH 
University of California at Los Angeles 


The normal rules and methods of combining words into groups (binary 
syntactic combinations or more complicated groups) sometimes undergo 
special restrictions or complications. This is especially the case when 
one and the same concept can be expressed grammatically and/or 
lexically in both of two words belonging to normally combinable word 
classes (parts of speech). By “‘concept” I mean a semantic field or general 
conception more comprehensive than that expressed in any one gram- 
matical category or lexical cluster, and expressed in several otherwise 
unlike categories and clusters. The concept by its very generality defies 
precise description, and yet finds very precise and demonstrable formal 
expression in syntax, creating an almost systematic series of exceptions 
to general syntactic rules. The concept of time, for example, whether 
relative or durative, expressed grammatically in verb tense and lexically 
in certain adverbs, prevents the formation of such combinations as 
*yéera pridét, *zavtra prisél,| and on the other hand, expressed lexically 
in such substantives as den’, noc’, permits such otherwise impossible 
combinations as that of nontransitive verb and accusative substantive (on 
bojalsja vsju noé’) or transitive verb combined simultaneously with two 
accusative substantives (Ves’ den’ on Cital knigu). A concept which 
causes unusual complications in contemporary Russian is that of quantity 
(by which I mean any form of counting, of limitation in time, degree, etc.). 

QUANTIFIERS. Any word which expresses the concept of quantity is a 
quantifier. There are both lexical and grammatical quantifiers. Lexical 
quantifiers are words whose non-grammatical, referential meaning 
(signatum) is not an object, quality of an object, action, or quality of an 
action (i.e., none of the usual signata of substantives, adjectives, verbs, 
and adverbs respectively), but rather some quantitative limitation, some 
specification of number, order, temporal sequence, degree, etc., applied 


1 An asterisk will be used throughout this paper to indicate that a particular combina- 
ion cannot occur. 
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to other, non-quantifying words. Lexical quantifiers include series of 
substantives, which define how much or many of other substantives is or 
are present (dva, troe, massa); adjectives, which define the order in a 
sequence or relation of part to whole of a substantive (pervyj, poslednij, 
ostal’noj, sledujuscij); verbs, which limit the action of another verb in 
respect to its beginning, continuation, end, etc. (nacat’, kondit’, prodolzat’), 
and adverbs, which limit in time or degree an action or quality (¢asto, 
inogda, dolgo, oéen’). Grammatical quantifiers include such diverse 
grammatical categories as number (the most obvious quantifier, marking 
plurality), case (with the genitive marking a limitation on the connection 
of the substantive to other units), aspect (with perfective limiting an 
action with respect to its completion),? degree (with the comparative 
marking a higher development of action or quality), negation (with ne - 
opposed to the absence thereof — marking the non-connection of sub- 
stantive, verb, adjective, etc. with other units), and even word order 
(with reversed word order limiting the precision of the numeral contained 
in numeral combinations, see p. 114 below). 

These lexical and grammatical quantifiers often interact in such a way 
as to permit the formation of otherwise impossible combinations (see 
above) or, more often, to hinder the formation of otherwise productive 
types of combination. For example, aspect is usually irrelevant in 
combinations of verb and governed infinitive (xo¢éu pit’ / xoéu vypit’ | 
zaxoctu pit’ | zaxoéu vypit’), but if the head word marks quantity lexically 
the subordinate term cannot do so grammatically (nadéal pit’ but not 
*naéal vypit’). Similarly, aspect is irrelevant in most combinations of 
verb and modifying adverb (gromko skazal | gromko govoril), but within 
the group of lexically quantifying adverbs there are several sub-groups 
which are not always combinable with all aspects (Casto prixodil but not 
*Casto prisel, odnazdy Sel or xodil but not *odnazdy xaZival, etc.). It 
should be noted that restrictions due to lexical quantification alone 
(incompatibility of lexical morphemes) can never be absolute, but only 
relative, rendering a particular combination unlikely (statistically highly 
infrequent), but not forbidding it entirely (e.g. gromadnyj karlik, noénoj 
den’); absolute restrictions (*nadéal vypit’) occur only when the limiting 
concept finds grammatical expression in at least one of the two words. 
THE RUSSIAN NUMERAL SYSTEM. Complications due to this interaction 


2 On the genitive case as a quantifier see R. Jakobson, “The Relationship between 
Genitive and Plural in the Declension of Russian Nous”, Scando-slavica, Ill, p. 181 f., 
on aspect as a quantifier idem, Shifters, Verbal Categories, and the Russian Verb 
(Harvard University, 1957), pp. 3-6. 
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of lexical and grammatical quantifiers are particularly evident in syntactic 
structures combining the lexically quantifying numerals with substantives 
and adjectives expressing grammatical quantification in genitive case 
and/or plural number. These complications, however, are not as chaotic 
as often pretended, and the syntax of the Russian numerals forms a more 
coherent system, more understandable in purely synchronic terms, than 
is often supposed.* The structural outlines of this system, in terms of the 
mutually opposed marked and unmarked categories and the general 
meanings thereof,‘ are as follows: plurality is opposed not to singularity, 
as our usual thought habits might suggest, but to unmarked non- 
plurality; singularity is but a special case of non-plurality. Within the 
unmarked non-plural category there obtains in certain cases a further 
opposition which can be called — in the absence of a better term — that 
of quantified and non-quantified categories. The cases in which this 
opposition obtains are those in which the numeral + substantive (N S) 
combination can be substituted by a single substantive in the nominative 
or, if the substantive S is inanimate, in the accusative (e.i., when the N S 
combination functions as subject or object respectively). The quantified 
category is marked as such syntactically by a particular combination of 
plural and genitive morphemes in the substantive and adjective (if present) 
entering the numeral combination; the general meaning of this category 
is non-unity, non-singularity opposed to unmarked unity or singularity. 
The numerals which occur in combinations of this category are 2, 3, 4 
and compounds thereof, 11/,, '/. (pol-, but not polovina), and to a more 
limited extent oba, obe and the fractions 4/,, 1/,. In schematic form this 
system of oppositions appears as: 


NON-PLURAL PLURAL 
> > oe 
(25, 26, 27...) 





NON-QUANTIFIED QUANTIFIED 

1 2, 3,4 

(21, 31, 41...) (22, 23, 24) 
1*/2, */s 
oba 
1/3 


8 The peculiarities of numeral syntax, as was pointed out by V. V. Vinogradov, 
Russkij jazyk. Grammatiéeskoe uéenie o slove (Moskva-Leningrad, 1947), pp. 296-297, 
are usually considered explainable only in terms of their historical development; cf. 
this point of view in A. M. PeSkovskij, Russkij sintaksis v nauénom osveséenii, 7th ed. 
(Moskva, 1956), p. 438, and more recently in E. A. Zemskaja in Akademija Nauk 
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It is this expression of non-unity (whether greater or less than one), this 
insistence on quantity in spite of non-plurality, that explains the grouping 
together by common syntactic (and occasionally morphologic) features 
of such seemingly disparate series as fractions, small whole numbers, and 
compounds of the latter. This paper will discuss briefly the syntactic 
peculiarities of the combinations in which numerals of this quantified 
category occur. 

The particular types of N S combination are best understood against 
a background of general rules which obtain for all such combinations. 
The numeral, in the nominative-accusative function mentioned above, is 
a substantive which cannot itself express grammatical quantity (plurality), 
but which absolutely requires such expression of quantity (by genitive 
and/or plural morphemes) in all substantives and adjectives syntactically 
combined with it.6 The particular forms of grammatical quantification 
vary according to the particular types of combination (type of numeral, 
whether or not a modifying adjective is itself a lexical quantifier, etc.) 
and to the sentence function (subject or object, etc.) of the combination 
itself. With a few possible exceptions, however’: any non-pronominal 
substantive combined with a numeral must express genitive case and may 
in some cases also express plural number; conversely, any adjective 
combined with a numeral must express plural number and may in some 
cases also express genitive case. 


SSSR, Grammatika russkogo jazyka, Il, Sintaksis, 1 (Moskva, 1954), p. 343; this 
historical approach is particularly apparent in the only recent special study of the 
Russian numerals, Arne Gallis, ‘““Tallordenes syntaks i russisk’’, Festschrift Olaf Broch 
(Oslo, 1947), p. 63 f. 

4 See the discussion by R. Jakobson of marked and unmarked categories in “Zur 
Struktur des russischen Verbums”, Charisteria Guilelmo Mathesio (Prague, 1932), and 
“Signe zéro”, Mélanges Bally (Geneva, 1939); there is a summary of this discussion 
in his Shifters, Verbal Categories..., p. 5. 

5 In other functions the numeral is of course an adjective, agreeing in case with the 
modified substantive (okolo trex studentov, s tremja studentami, etc.); references to the 
numeral as a hybrid part of speech, e.g. by PeSkovskij, Russkij sintaksis, p. 437, are 
based on this functional distinction. 

¢ It must be noted that the word odin “one”, as was pointed out by Jury Serech, 
Probleme der Bildung des Zahlwortes als Redeteil in den slavischen Sprachen (Lund, 
1952), p. 56 et al., and despite the Academy Grammatika russkogo jazyka, Il, 1, 343, 
or more recently E. M. Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij jazyk (Moskva, 
1957), pp. 295 f., is not a numeral at all: odin expresses neither plurality nor quan- 
tification lexically, but does express plurality grammatically (odni sideli, drugie stojali 
etc.), and is therefor the very opposite of a numeral. 

7 In particular the suggestion, advanced among others by Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, 
pp. 303-304, that combinations with fixed-stress feminines (tri bednye dévuski) are felt 
as plural; cf. also the exceptions in fn. 9 below. 
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Numerals of the quantified category are (with the partial exception of 
the fractions */,, 1/,, see p. 122 below) syntactically distinguished from all 
other substantives, numeral and non-numeral, by the fact that they can 
combine with genitive singular but never with genitive plural substantives 
(komnata | vos’muska | éetvert’ | mnogo | pjat’ | dvoe studentov, but not 
*pol- | poltora | oba | dva | tri studentov). They are opposed to the non- 
numeral (stol, student ...) and fractional (*/,, 1/;; 1/4, 1/,) series, and 
joined to the adverbial (mnogo, malo ...), collective (dvoe, troe ...) and 
plural cardinal series (5, 6, 7 ...) by the three facts that (1) they cannot 
be modified by singular adjectives in combinations of the type bol’ oj 
stol, pervaja vos’muska, (2) they cannot be modified by cardinal numerals 
in combinations of the type dva stola, dve treti, and (3) they cannot be 
modified by non-neuter singular past tense verb forms in combinations 
of the type stol stojal, ostalas’ pjataja. Each set of numerals of the 
quantified category has, in addition, its own specific syntactic features. 

STRUCTURES WITH 2, 3, 4. The numerals 2, 3, 4 and their compounds 
are syntactically distinguished from the plural series 5, 6, 7 ... by the 
facts that (1) substantives combined with 2, 3, 4 can never express both 
plural number and genitive case, whereas substantives combined with 5, 
6, 7 ... must do so, and (2) combinations with 2, 3, 4 which can be 
substituted by a single accusative substantive distinguish the categories 
animated — non-animated in the substantive S (Ja videl dva stola | dvux 
studentov), whereas combinations with 5, 6, 7 ... do not do so (Ja videl 
pjat’ stolov | studentov); this is another way of saying that combinations 
with 2, 3, 4 have a different form in the different sentence functions of 
subject and object, provided S is animate (Ostalos’ dva studenta | Ja videl 
dvux studentov), whereas combinations with 5, 6, 7 ... maintain the same 
form in both functions regardless of the animation or non-animation of 
S (Ostalos’ pjat’ studentov | stolov |/ Ja videl pjat’ studentov | stolov). 
Structures with 2, 3, 4 are distinguished from all other structures of the 
quantified category, and joined to those of the plural category, by the 
fact that their syntactic features are repeated in compounds (2 / 22 / 32 
studenta), whereas the features of combinations with /,, 1/3, 1/2, 1*/2 are 
not so repeated (Getvert’ Casa, but dvadcat’ s Cetvert’ju Casov; poltory 
versty, but dvadcat’ odna (-nu) s polovinoj versta (-tu), etc.).® 

The simplest type of numeral combination is that of quantifying 


8 There is an interesting (and of course purely synchronic) type of syntactic vigesimal- 
ity in the fact that structures of both non-plural categories (quantified and non- 
quantified) repeat the unit structure only in the twenties and above: J, 2], 3], 41... 
(but not J/) student; 2, 22, 32, 42... (but not 12) studenta. In the plural, however: 
5, 15, 25, 35, 45... studentov. 
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numeral (N) with non-numeral substantive (S). With a few exceptions,° 
the substantive is in the genitive singular (dva mesjaca, tri okna, éetyre 
knigi®®). Neutral word-order is N S; the reversed word-order S N 
quantifies the combination as such and means ,,approximately” (dva 
mesjaca nazad “two months ago” / mesjaca dva nazad “about two months 
ago”’). If the combination contains an adjective functioning as substan- 
tive, this adjective is always in the genitive plural if masculine (dva 
portnyx) but occasionally nominative plural if feminine (tri prostornye 
kladovye, dve bol’ Sie masterskie"). 

The simple N S combination can be expanded by the addition of an 
adjective or participle (A). There are two types of adjectivally-expanded 
combination, corresponding to two essentially different types of adjective. 
A non-pronominal non-quantifying adjective (i.e. a qualifying adjective) 
modifies the substantive S and stands just before S (type N A S, dva 
xorosix studenta, tri ploxie knigi); it usually agrees in case with S (see 
p. 115 below). On the other hand, a lexical quantifier or a pronoun 
modifies either the numeral or the N S combination as such (if a pronoun) 
and stands before N (type A’ N S, poslednie tri dnja, ostal’nye éetyre 
knigi, éti dva studenta); it usually agrees in case with N. The two types 
of expanded combination are then N A S and A’ N §, containing non- 
quantifying and quantifying adjectives respectively; a change in word 


DEAN STODDARD WORTH 


There are two series of stress-conditioned exceptions, both perhaps influenced by 
plural forms: (1) the endstressed masculines in -/d/ (dva éasd, Sagd, rjadd, marginally 
razd), perhaps connected with the nominative plural forms in -/d/ (see esp. N. van Wijk, 
“Der slavische Dual auf -a und der russische Nom.-Akk. Pl. Mask. auf -4”, Indo- 
germanische Forschungen, LI (1933), pp. 200 f.; the discussion of intonation is summa- 
rized by Serech, Probleme der Bildung des Zahlwortes, p. 56, f.n. 1, cf. further literature 
there), seem to be bound to the numeral (pervye dva éasd but dva pervyx dasa; cf. the 
vacillation in éetvert’ éasd | éetvert’ édsa); (2) the initially-stressed feminines in -/i/ fall 
into two groups, (2a) two fixed forms with the preposition za and the quantifier obe 
(za obe riiki, za obe §ééki) and (2b) a slightly less restricted but hardly productive group 
of polnoglasie forms with original long rising intonation in the nom. sing., combined 
with the pronominal adjective vse and the numerals 3, 4 (vse tri pdlosy, vse tri gdlovy, 
vse éetyre stérony, cf. Vinogradov Russkij jazyk 303); the form préstyni (Otdaj pracke 
vse tri préstyni) is probably from dial prostyn’, not prostynja. For some of these 
examples I am indebted to Valerie Tumins, whose help I acknowledge with thanks. 
10 Serech, Probleme der Bildung des Zahlwortes, p. 56, correctly refutes the unfounded 
treatment by Saxmatov and others of these forms as other than genitive singular; 
admitting the quantifying function of the genitive case makes it impossible to agree 
with Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, pp. 302-303, that the numerals 2, 3, 4 are combined 
with “takoj formoj imeni suSéestvitel’nogo, kotoraja ne naxodit semantiteskogo 
opravdanija v sisteme Zivyx padeZnyx form i funkcij suSéestvitel’nyx”’. 

ul -Y. Tumins informs me that the nom. pl. occurs with (1) fem. animates (tri starye 
gorniénye, PuSkin), and (2) completely substantivized inanimates (tri prostornye kla- 
dovye, but not *dve bol’sie detskie), cf. Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij 
jazyk, p. 304. 
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order (to A N S or N A’ S) cannot of course change the nature of the 
adjective, but it can and does change the presentation. A quantifier can 
be presented as a qualifier and vice versa. In such reversals the adjective 
usually takes the case of the type it is presented as. Novye dva studenta 
does not qualify the students as new but isolates them from the remaining, 
non-new students; dva pervyx studenta are not isolated from the remaining 
students as is the case with pervye dva studenta but rather joined by the 
“quality” of being first just as dva umnyx studenta are joined by the 
quality of intelligence. It is to be noted that pronominal adjectives, 
which modify the entire N S combination as such, and which are for the 
most part outside the opposition of quantifier - non-quantifier, can 
almost never be presented as qualifiers, placed between N and S (vse tri 
dnja, but not *tri vse dnja or *tri vsex dnja, with possessives, however, 
tri moix studenta beside moi tri studenta). Most examples of vacillation 
between nominative and genitive case, and between the word orders 
N A S and A’ N §, are explainable as these two basic types or presenta- 
tional inversions thereof. 

Pronominal and lexically quantifying adjectives in A’ N S combinations 
are almost always in the nominative plural (svoi tri procenta DS 320,” 
éti éetyre dnja, poslednie dva mesjaca, ostal’nye tri vagona); only the 
indefinites kakoj-to, kakoj-nibud’ and the quantifier celyj occur frequently 
in the genitive plural, and then usually when the combination serves as a 
temporal modifier (kakix-nibud’ dve minuty, celyx dva mesjaca). Qualitative 
adjectives are almost always in the genitive plural if S is a masculine or 
neuter substantive (tri bol’six okna, dva xorosix studenta). If S is a 
feminine substantive, two factors influence the case of A: (1) the specific 
numeral, A occurring in the nominative more often with 2 than with 3, 4: 


NUMERAL Noo. PL. ADJ. GEN. PL. ADJ.!* 
2 21 8 
3 3 3 
4 1 2 


12 Illustrative examples have been taken from: DN = Konstantin Simonov, Dni i 
no¢i (Moskva, 1951); DS = II’ja Il’f and Evgenij Petrov, Dvenadcat’ stul’ev (Moskva, 
1956); ZT = Il’f and Petrov, Zolotoj telenok (Moskva, 1956) (the latter two bound 
together). Other numeral combinations upon which this paper is based were taken 
from M. Zostenko, Povesti i rasskazy (New York, 1952); Konstantin Fedin, Pervye 
radosti (Moskva, 1946); K. A. Trenev, P’esy (= Izbrannye proizvedenija, 11) (Moskva, 
1947); V. Dudincev, Ne xlebom edinym (Moskva, 1957). 

13 Arne Gallis, ““Tallordenes syntaks i russisk”’, gives the following figures: with dva, 
oba nom. pl. 28, gen. pl. 36; with tri nom. pl. 10, gen. pl. 20; with éetyre nom. pl. 2, 
gen. pl. 11; no distinction is made between masc.—neut. and fem., and 40% of the 
examples are from 19th c. literature or byliny. 
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(2) the sentence function of the combination, A occurring more often in 
the nominative plural when the combination functions as subject of a 
sentence and more often in the genitive plural when the combination 
functions as object: 


FUNCTION Noo. PL. ADJ. GEN. PL. ADJ. 
Subject 16 4 
Object 5 8 
Other! 4 1 


Combinations of types N A S and A’ N S can be further expanded in two 
ways, by the addition of like or unlike adjectives, creating combinations 
of the types N A A S and A’ A’ N §S with the addition of like adjectives 
and A’ N A § with the addition of unlike adjectives. All like adjectives 
in like position must be in the same case (tri odnotipnyx, noven’kix 
avtomobilja DS 307, dve lunnye, golubye figury ZT 442, vse éti tri dnja), 
but unlike adjectives in different position (type A’ N A S) must not 
necessarily agree in case, but instead follow the rules for quantifiers and 
non-quantifiers described above (te cetyre Sturmovyx gruppy DN 219; 
cf. with plural numerals vse Cetyresta Cestnyx sposobov ZT 466); this 
demonstrates clearly enough that the N S combination is not anindivisible, 
quasi-idiomatic unit.15 
N S and N A S combinations can also be expanded by the addition 
of one or more apposed participles or (more rarely) adjectives, creating 
combinations of the types N S, P or N AS, P etc. (dve malen’kie figurki, 
podymavsiesja po nasypi ZT 566). Like all adjectival forms syntactically 
connected with numerals, the apposed participle or adjective must be in 
the plural. Participles apposed to N S combinations are usually (7/,) in 
the nominative plural (¢etyre risunka, podpisannye slavjanskoj vjaz’ju 
DS 36), but occasionally in the genitive (V kabinete .. . prizilis’ dva pufika, 
obityx ... Selkom ZT 336). Participles opposed to N A S combinations 
usually (7/5) agree in case with A. If A is in the nominative plural, P is 
always nominative plural (dve obyknovennye bocki, napolnennye ZT 533), 
but if A is in the genitive plural, P can be either nominative or genitive 
(napisat’ pro dva strasinyx sluéaja, proissedsix so mnoju DS 260; tri 
neftjannyx barzi, svjazannye v rjad DS 255); the farther removed P is 


14 Temporal modifiers, etc. 

As stated or implied, for example, in the Academy Grammatika russkogo jazyka, 
II, 1, p. 343 n.; Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, p. 295 n., p. 302; A. A. Saxmatov, Sintaksis 
russkogo jazyka, § 582 (reprinted in Iz trudov A. A. Saxmatova po sovremennomu 


russkomu jazyku, Moskva, 1952, p. 128); Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij 
jazyk, p. 296, etc. 
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from the genitive S, the more likely is it to be in the nominative, cf. the 
two appositions in vydeljalis’ Cut’ vidnye v temnote tri bol’ six zdanija, 
zanjatyx nemcami DN 33. 

If the N S or N A S combination functions as subject of a sentence, 
the verb is almost always in the plural'® (proexali na avtomobile tri 
komsomol’ca DS 105, dve surovye staruxi razgovarivali po-francuzski ZT 
333). Statements of age, however, require the singular (emu bylo tri goda, 
but not *emu byli tri goda). Statements of the passage of time are usually 
in the singular (dva dnja uslo na rasklepku vorot DS 77), but can be in the 
plural if there is insistence on the procession of individual units of time 
(mucitel’no medlenno proxodili éti éetyre nedeli). General statements of 
existence are indifferently in the singular or the plural, with of course a 
presentational difference, emphasizing the collectivity or the individuality 
of the units counted (U /ejtenanta bylo tri syna ZT 341, v gorode bylo dve 
Sovetskix ulicy DS 43; U Varvary byli dva suséestvennyx dostizenija 
ZT 445). 

STRUCTURES WITH OBA, OBE. The quantifier oba (masculine and neuter), 
obe (feminine) is often lumped together with the cardinal dva, dve not 
only because both distinguish gender (dva / oba stola, dve | obe knigi) or 
refer to two objects, but also because it is assumed, and sometimes even 
explicitly stated,!’ that the syntax of these two pairs is identical. This is 
far from being the case. There are, in fact, many more features which 
oppose dva to oba than there are which join them. Dva and oba are 
joined primarily by the fact that they can both combine with genitive 
singular substantives.* Further, they both distinguish animation — non- 
animation in the accusative (dva / oba studenta prisli |/ Ja videl dvux | 
oboix studentov), can combine with verbs in the plural (dva / oba studenta 
sideli), and can combine with qualitative adjectives in N A S combinations 
(dva | oba xoroSix studenta). An interesting fact is that neither dva nor 
oba can be modified by the pronominal adjective vse!** (*vse dva stola, * vse 
oba stola), this apparently being the only syntactic feature which opposes 


16 The preponderance of plural verb forms in such combinations lends further 
support to Vinogradov’s refutation (Russkij jazyk, pp. 300 f.) of Saxmatov’s view of 
the cardinal numerals as “‘syntactic adverbs’, since the adverb — ceteris paribus — 
combines with neuter singular forms. 

17 For example by Paul Boyer and N. Spéranski, Manuel pour I’étude de la langue 
russe (Paris, 1951), p. 32 f.n. 

18 Even here there is no complete equality: the fem. obe has a greater tendency to 
combine with nom. plural substantives than has dve; see B. O. Unbegaun, Russian 
Grammar (Oxford, 1957), pp. 141-42. 

188 Exceptions occur with lexically quantifying substantives, usually in combinations 
containing éti, e.g. vse éti dva dnja. 
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dva and oba to all higher numerals (cf. vse tri, cetyre stola; vse pjat’ 
stolov, etc.) and the only formal vestige of the category of duality. Some 
of the more important syntactic differences between dva and oba are: 
(1) oba can combine with the nominative plural pronoun oni, which dva 
cannot (oni oba prisli, but *oni dva prisli); (2) N S combinations with oba 
cannot be expanded by adding quantifying adjectives as can combinations 
with dva (pervye dva studenta but *pervye oba studenta); (3) oba cannot 
occur in general statements of existence as can dva (U nix bylo dva syna 
but *U nix bylo oba syna); (4) combinations with oba cannot be quantified 
to mean ‘approximately’ by reversing the word order, as can combinations 
with dva (dva mesjaca | mesjaca dva but oba mesjaca | *mesjaca oba), nor 
can oba be substituted for dva in such expressions as dva mesjaca nazad; 
(5) oba cannot combine with neuter singular past tense verb forms in 
statements of the passage of time as can dva (dva mesjaca proSli | proslo 
but oba mesjaca prosli | *proslo); (6) oba usually precedes the pronominal 
adjective éti whereas dva usually follows it (oba éti raznorodnye predprijatija 
DS 74, but éti dva raznorodnye predprijatija; cf. éti dva studenta but *dva 
éti studenta)'*; (7) oba is more autonomous than dva and is consequently 
used more often elliptically, without substantive (oba ne mogli govorit’ 
DN 259); (8) the feminine obe is used more often than the feminine dve 
with the plurals ruki, s¢éki, stérony. 

Oba, obe can combine with non-pronominal substantives in the genitive 
singular (oba studenta, obe knigi) and with the nominative plural pronoun 
oni,?® usually preceding the former and following the latter, in combina- 
tions of types N S (oba brata, obe sestry) and pS N or N pS (oni oba, 
oba oni). 

N S combinations can be expanded by adding a qualifying adjective 
(type N A S, oba vnesnix posta DN 249, obe perednie nozki DS 72), the 
pronoun éti (types N A’ S and A’ N §, éti oba proissestvija DS 260, oba 
éti tipa ZT 496), or of both types of adjective together (oba éti raznorodnye 
predprijatija DS 74); combinations with oni cannot be expanded in this 
way. Combinations with both S and pS, however, can be expanded by 
apposition (types N S, P and pS N, P, oba brata, utomlénnye; onioba, 
utomlénnye). The case of adjectives and participles in both internal and 


19 This feature lends support to the interesting suggestion of Galkina-Fedoruk et al., 
Sovremennyj russkij jazyk, pp. 299-300, that oba, obe be considered a pronoun. 

20 The fact that oba combines with a substantive not in the genitive supports the 
assertion of Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij jazyk, pp. 299-300, that oba 
is not a numeral at all; against this are the constructions with the genitive singular 
(oba stola etc.). 











tio! 

















P 
Ls 
Q 

H 


ees. 








GRAMMATICAL AND LEXICAL QUANTIFICATION 127 





appositive expansions follows the same rules as given for dva, dve (cf. 
p. 116 above). : 

Combinations with oni occur with either oba or obe, depending on the 
antecedent of oni; the masculine — feminine gender hierarchy of Russian 
is manifested in the use of oba when there is one masculine and one 
feminine antecedent. Such combinations are usually in the order pS N 
(oni oba sideli tak DN 259), but occasionally in the order N pS (oba oni 
grustno pokaéali golovami ZT 489), whereas non-pronominal combina- 
tions are almost exclusively in the order N S (obe storony ostalis’ na meste 
DN 263; cf. *storony obe ...). Combinations with the nominative oni 
can of course function only as subject of a sentence (Oni oba videli menja 
but Ja videl ix oboix), whereas combinations with non-pronominal sub- 
stantives can function as subject (oba tela leZat nogami k jugo-zapadu 
DS 281), object (Panikovskij soedinil obe linii tret’ej ZT 435), or marginal 
modifier (vzjala ego za obe ruki DN 169, proletali po obe storony DS 224). 

When combinations of types N S and pS N function as subject, the 
verb is almost always in the plural (Oba brata iskosa pogljadyvali na 
predsedatelja ZT 338, Oni oba na mig ostanovilis’ ZT 550). Oba cannot 
be used in statements of age or general statements of existence (*Emu 
bylo oba goda, *U nego bylo oba syna); with statements of the passage of 
time only the plural verb is possible (oba mesjaca proSli | *proslo). In 
pronominal combinations oba occasionally follows the verb, especially 
if there follows a second verb form subordinated to or coordinated with 
the first (Oni uspeli oba vernut’sja DN 45; tak oni sideli oba i moléali 
DN 56). Oba frequently occurs alone as subject of a sentence; in the rare 
cases where the prior context has not made clear the antecedents, an 
explanation can be interpolated (Oba — i neznakomec, i kommisar - 
podymalis’ DN 96). 

POLTORA, POLTORY. The quantifier poltora (masculine and neuter), 
poltory (feminine) “‘one and one half’, often ignored in descriptions of 
the Russian numerals,”* is grouped with the non-plural quantifiers by the 
basic syntactic features of combining with genitive singular substantives 
and plural adjectives (pervyx poltora kilometra, celyx poltory minuty). As 
is the case with 2, 3, 4, but not with oba, the word order of combinations 
with poltora can be reversed to add the meaning ‘approximately’ (kilo- 


1 If nom. pl. adjectives are somewhat more frequent with oba than with dva, this 
may be attributed to the fact that oba occurs more often than dva in combinations 
functioning as subject; cf. the figures for dva etc. on p. 116. 

#2 For example by Gallis, ‘““Tallordenes syntaks i russisk’’, and PeSkovskij, Russkij 
sintaksis v nauénom osveséenii. 
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. metra na poltora nize “about 1/, Km. lower”). Poltora is like the other 


fractions */,, +/, in that its syntactic structure is not repeated in compounds 
(poltora mesjaca but dvadcat’ odin s polovinoj mesjac), but is unlike them 
in that it cannot combine with singularia tantum (tret’ muki, but *poltory 
muki). On a different level one also notes that, when the N S combination 
is placed in an environment requiring the genitive, the substantive combined 
with poltora can remain in the genitive singular, which is never the case 
with combinations containing 2, 3, 4 (tri Casa / v teéenie tréx Casov but 
poltora éasa | v teéenie polutora €asa); in other words, the opposition of 
nominative-accusative to all oblique cases does not obtain in combinations 
with poltora, which is therefore much closer than 2, 3, 4, oba, etc., to the 
class of non-numeral substantives (mesok muki, iz meska muki, etc., 
where the syntactic relation of the two substantives each to the other is 
quite independent of the relation of either one to outside units). Perhaps 
the most obvious specific feature of poltora, however, is that it combines 
almost exclusively with lexically quantifying substantives, whether 
temporal (poltora mesjaca, poltory minuty), spatial (poltora kilometra, 
poltory versty), or other (toléok v poltory tonny vesom DS 67). Poltora 
occurs particularly frequently with quantifiers expressing only the concept 


‘of quantity, uncomplicated by other concepts such as time, space, etc. - 


i.e., with numerals (desjatok, tysjaca). Such combinations are themselves 
combined with a genitive plural substantive, and therefor function 
exactly as compound numerals (srazu nadéalo bit’ desjatka poltora tjazelyx 
minometov DN 251, sideli v kruzok desjatka poltora seden’kix starusek 
DS 58**; cf. trista dvadcat’ Sest’ seden’kix starusek). Among the con- 
sequences of this inability of poltora to combine with other than quantify- 
ing substantives are the facts that, unlike 2, 3, 4 and oba, poltora cannot 
usually combine with animate substantives, and therefor cannot dis- 
tinguish animation — non-animation in the accusative, as do 2, 3, 4, and 
oba (tri studentki | tréx studentok but *poltory studentki*), and that 
combinations with poltora, like the pronominal combinations with oba 
(oni oba), can only rarely be expanded by non-quantifying adjectives; 
even such a typical qualifier as dobryj ‘“‘good’”’ can modify poltora only 
when presented as a quantifier with the meaning “full”, “complete” 


23 The reversed word order S N is usual in such combinations, and has the meaning 
“approximately” ; desjatka poltora is opposed not to poltora desjatka but to pjatnadcat’, 
as the Fr. quinzaine | quinze. 

24 ~The only exception seems to be the idiomatic expression poltora éeloveka, “‘almost 
nobody”, called “kalamburnyj” by Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij 
jazyk, p. 310. 
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(dobryx poltora kilometra, cf. celyx p. k.), see however Vy ukrali u menja 
lignix poltory minuty ZT 553. When combined with the “‘pure” quantifiers 
desjatok, tysjaca, poltora does not admit any modifier (Pozadi, odna za 
drugoj, razorvalis’ desjatka poltora min DN 175). With initial stress, 
péltora can combine with the genitive plural tantum sutok (pdltora 
sutok)**; this feature joins pd/tora to mnogo, dvoe, and opposes it to all 
other numeral and non-numeral substantives. 

Pot-. Combinations whose first element is the morpheme po/- and 
second element a substantive in the genitive singular have features 
which can be considered both morphologic and syntactic. Although 
usually represented graphically as a single word (polgoda, polbutylki, 
polslova),?* these units have morphologic and syntactic features charac- 
teristic not of single words but of numeral combinations. This is apparent 
not only in the great freedom with which such combinations can be 
formed,’ but also in their declension, where the nominative — accusative 
is opposed to a single oblique-case form (pol-goda | pol-u-goda like 
pol-tora-goda | pol-u-tora-goda*; cf. also sorok | soroka, sto | sta etc.), 
and particularly in their syntactic relation to other units. Units in 
pol-.. .-a(-y) in the nominative-accusative combine with plural adjectives 
(usually quantifiers or pronouns) in the nominative or genitive, just as 
do combinations with 2, 3, 4, etc. (kazdye poléasa, celyx polgoda, éti 
polbutyiki); here one sees a syntactic opposition of nominative-accusative 
to oblique cases, in which units with po/- combine with singular adjectives 
(posle étogo polugoda, s étoj polubutylkoj). The dual status of these 


% 6D. N. USakov, ed., Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo jazyka, 111 (Moskva, 1939), p. 542, 
gives the regular politora as standard for the oblique cases (po proissestvii politora 
sutok), but Boyer and Spéranski, Manuel de langue russe, p. 269, note that the colloquial 
language uses the invariable pditora in all cases (ne men’Se pdltora sutok, prozZivi on 
péltora sutkami bol’ se). 

%¢ There is a tendency to preserve graphically the independence of pol- in the hyphenat- 
ed spellings before -/ and vowels (pol-lista, pol-oborota, etc.), see USakov, Tolkovyj 
slovar’, Ill, p. 510. 

% USakov, Tolkovyj slovar’, ibid. This freedom of formation, creating as it does a 
large productive class of words in masc.-neut. pol-...-a, fem. pol-...-y makes it 
difficult to agree with Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, pp. 292-93, that the ““okonéanija -a, 
-y... dija sovremennogo jazykovogo soznanija v poltora — poltory grammatiéeski ne 
osmysleny”’ ; given the series pol-stol-a, pol-kirpi¢-a, pol-éas-a, pol-tor-a and pol-verst-y, 
pol-ruk-i, pol-sten-y, pol-tor-y, and granting that the origin of -tor- (< votor-) is no 
longer obvious for speakers, one might say that it is not the grammatical -a, -y, but 
rather the lexical -tor-, which is incomprehensible. This morphologic parallelism is of 
course to some extent counterbalanced by syntactic differences. 

% ©The specifically numeral end-stress of éasd, Sagd etc. usually reverts to casa, Sdga 
in the genitive (polucdsa, polusdga), although Boyer and Spéranski, Manuel de langue 
russe, p. 268, also note polucasd and even poltcasa, cf. polidnja. 
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units as word and as combination is underlined by the fact that they can 
be used in the plural (polucasy, polubutylki, etc.) 

TRET’, CETVERT’. The fractions tret’ “1/,”, Cetvert’ ‘1/,” are peculiar 
in that they can function either as numerals of the quantified category or 
as non-numeral quantifiers; in the one case they form combinations with 
the same syntactic features as combinations formed with 2, 3, 4, etc. 
(namely, genitive singular substantive and plural adjective), and in the 
other are in no way different from other fractions or adverbial quantifiers 
(vos’muska, mnogo, skol’ko, etc.). They are unlike numerals in that they 
have a full set of plural forms (treti, tretej, etc.) and can themselves be 
modified by cardinal numerals (dve treti, tri Cetverti); if the first unit of 
such two-numeral combinations is lower than the second, the combination 
as such can combine with substantives in the genitive singular or plural 
(tri éetverti komnaty | tri cetverti komnat, but *sem’ tretej komnaty). 
Tret’, éetvert’, and the non-quantified fractions such as vos’muska, 
pjataja, etc., can, unlike all other numerals (2, 3, 4, 1//,, 5, dvoe, mnogo 
etc.), combine with both singular and plural genitive forms of the same 
substantive (tret’ komnaty | tret’ komnat) or adjectives (usually inanimate) 
used as substantives (Cetvert’ stolovoj | stolovyx). This vacillation between 
numeral and non-numeral status — or, more exactly, this simultaneous 
participation in two different systems, numeral and non-numeral - is 
reflected in the feminine / plural vacillation of adjectives and the feminine 
/ neuter vacillation of past tense verbs combined with these fractions 
(dobryx | dobraja éetvert’ Casd; ostalos’ éetvert’ asd | takix soldat u nego 
byla tret’ batal’ona DN 110), and in the stress vacillation Cetvert’ Casa | 
€etvert’ dasa. 

ConcLusION. As has been made clear in the discussion of separate 
types of combination above, the number of syntactic features which 
distinguish between various numeral and non-numeral substantives is 
large, and these features themselves are obviously of varying importance 
for purposes of classification. The classification of substantives into 
numerals and non-numerals,?* and within the numerals into plural and 
non-plural, quantified and non-quantified, has been made on the basis 
of the most important of these features, namely the number and case 
(i.e., the marking or non-marking of quantity grammatically) of sub- 
stantives and adjectives with which the substantives being classified can 
combine, regardless of the history of any particular numeral or numeral 


29 Space does not permit a syntactic examination of the degree to which the concept 
of quantity is extended throughout the lexical system of non-numeral substantives 
(e.g., the syntactic features of stol vs. meSok etc.). 
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construction. The following table of syntactic features distinguishing 
among the numeral and non-numeral word classes, which is intended to 
be illustrative rather than exhaustive, demonstrates the not always 
obvious fact that there are many syntactic features which cut across the 
lines of the usual classifications (including the one presented here), 
joining words of different classes and making subdivisions within one or 
the other class. While this by no means invalidates the classification into 
syntactically determined groups, its importance must be emphasized, 
since it is probably just such as yet ungeneralized (or not yet disappeared) 
syntactic peculiarities, such unsystematized or contradictory features, 
which provide the starting point for the migration of words from one 
class to another, and ultimately for the decay of old and the rise of new 
syntactic categories. 

TABLE OF FEATURES. The abbreviation ““Ccw”’ used in the list of features 
means “‘can combine with’’. The plus means “yes”’, the minus “‘no”’, and 
the parentheses “with certain restrictions” (most of which have been 
discussed in the text above). The zero means that the particular criterion 
is not applicable to the word in question (e.g., since the morpheme pol- 
is bound to the genitive singular substantive it combines with, the 
question cannot be put, whether or not a qualitative adjective can be 
interspersed between N and S). The syntactic features themselves are 
grouped not in relation to each other, but in an order which brings out 
as clearly as possible the classes or groupings within the numeral class. 
Other grouping of these features would of course emphasize other 
similarities and other differences. 
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LE PROBLEME DES ORIGINES DU POLONAIS LITTERAIRE 


par 
TADEUSZ MILEWSKI 


Krakéw 


Depuis cinquante années on se dispute sur les origines du polonais litté- 
raire et la discussion n’est pas encore finie,’ mais les longues études con- 
sacrées 4 ce probléme par les slavistes ont démontré l’importance métho- 
dologique de ces recherches. Je crois qu’en ce moment le probléme est 
intéressant surtout du point de vue de la linguistique générale pour les 
études sur la fonction de la langue dans la société. Il faut distinguer le 
probléme de la structure linguistique de la société polonaise contempo- 
raine du probléme de la structure de notre société au moyen Age. Le 
premier de ces problémes est presque résolu, le deuxiéme pose des 
difficultés plus graves. 

Au XIX® et au XX¢® siécle la population de l’Europe était partagée 
en plusieurs petits groupes sociaux parlant chacun sa langue propre un 
peu différente des idiomes voisins. Mais sur un territoire défini ces patois 
sont trés proches l’un a l'autre. Leurs systémes morphologiques et 
syntaxiques sont presque identiques et ils ne se distinguent que par quel- 
ques différences dans le systéme phonologique et dans le vocabulaire, 
ce qui n’empéche pas la communication linguistique. [ls forment le 
groupe des dialectes d’une langue donnée, p.ex. le groupe polonais, 
russe, frangais etc. On peut distinguer dans un groupe de dialectes ainsi 
défini la langue littéraire et des patois locaux. Ces deux couches linguisti- 
ques s’opposent radicalement. 1° La langue littéraire est uniforme sur 
tout le territoire du groupe des dialectes, p.ex. du groupe polonais, et 
elle est parlée par les classes sociales cultivées; les patois, au contraire, 
différent d’un village 4 l’autre et ne sont parlés que par les classes illet- 
trées. 2° La langue littéraire apparait sous deux formes: parlée et écrite. 
Cette derniére est indispensable parce que, grace a l’écriture, elle impose 
des normes uniformes sur un vaste territoire. Au contraire, les patois 

1 Cf. Pochodzenie polskiego jezyka literackiego (= Polska Akademia Nauk, Instytut 
Badan Literackich, Studia Staropolskie, 111) (Wroctaw, Zaktad Imienia Ossolifiskich, 


1956), 472 pp., et le compte rendu de ce livre par M. F. J. Whitfield, The American Slavic 
and East European Review, XVI (1957), pp. 577-578. 
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locaux ne sont pas écrits. 3° La langue littéraire a un vocabulaire plus 
riche et la syntaxe des phrases composées plus développée que les patois 
locaux, parce qu’elle est l’instrument d’une riche et haute culture. 

Le groupe des dialectes polonais c’est une conception plus large et le 
polonais littéraire c’est seulement une partie de ce groupe. Donc pour 
démontrer l’existence du polonais littéraire il faut préciser les traits qui 
loppose a l’ensemble du groupe. 

La phonologie et la grammaire d’une langue littéraire de l’Europe 
contemporaine est bien uniforme mais son vocabulaire présente plusieurs 
types différents, c.-a-d. plusieurs langues spéciales, comme l’a montré 
Ch. Bally. On distingue la langue d’église, la langue artistique, la langue 
officielle et différents argots. Chacune de ces langues spéciales est liée 
avec un milieu social qui influe sur son développement. 

Il est évident que l’évolution qui a créé ce systeéme complexe des formes 
linguistiques a duré plusieurs siécles. Dans cette période transitoire la 
langue littéraire n’existait pas encore dans la forme definie par nous, 
mais il n’apparaissait que sous sa forme embryonnaire. Cette forme 
primitive d’une future langue littéraire que je dénommerai, d’aprés 
M. W. Taszycki, un dialecte de culture, parce qu’elle se distingue des 
patois locaux principalement par sa fonction en tant qu’instrument de 
culture. Le dialecte de culture c’est une langue spéciale qui se développe 
dans un milieu social bien défini. Relativement au caractére de ce milieu 
nous distinguons trois types principaux des dialectes de culture: la 
langue d’église, la langue de la poésie orale et la langue officielle. Le 
premiére se développe au sein de la corparation des prétres pour le 
besoin du culte, la seconde par les poétes et récitateurs, la troisiéme par 
la corporation des employés d’état pour écrire des documents. La 
fonction sociale spécifique de ces langues est trés limitée au cours de 
plusieurs siécles. Dans cette période dans le groupe des dialectes il n’y 
a pas une langue commune, une langue littéraire strictement réglée, mais 
il y apparait seulement l’opposition entre les patois locaux et les dialectes 
de culture caractérisés par leur fonction des langues spéciales. Cette 
période du particularisme se finit grace au changement social qui crée 
la nécessité d’une langue commune pour tout le groupe des dialectes. 
En ce moment les écrivains, prenant pour base le dialecte de culture qui 
posséde déja les traditions séculaires, le transforme en langue littéraire 
uniforme et riche en termes et constructions. 

Ainsi les études sur l’origine d’une langue littéraire doivent établir 
l’époque de discrimination du groupe des dialectes de la langue donnée 
des groupes voisins, ensuite ils doivent préciser l’époque, la province et 
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le milieu social dans lequel s’est constitué le dialecte de culture, enfin ils 
doivent analyser le procés de transformation du dialecte de culture dans 
la langue littéraire. Nous allons essayer d’appliquer ce programme des 
études 4 l’égard du polonais. 

Le groupe des dialectes polonais s’est séparé des autres groupes des 
dialectes slaves au X® siécle. La plus ancienne modification linguistique 
qui distingue les dialectes polonais des dialectes voisins c’est le développe- 
ment de la voyelle e en o devant les consonnes dentales t, d, s, z, r, i, n, 
p.ex. niose, v.-sl. nesg, pol. biore, v.-sl. berg. Ce procés s’est réalisé dans 
tous les dialectes polonais et aussi dans le kachoub et le slovince (Pomé- 
ranie orientale), mais il n’était pas connu en Poméranie occidentale et 
en polabe. En sorabe de Lusace nous trouvons le développement ana- 
logue e en o mais dans des conditions différentes. Or, le changement de 
la voyelle e en o en polonais apparaissait encore vers l’année 1000 parce 
que dans les termes chrétiens empruntés a cette Epoque nous trouvons 
o provenant de e, p.ex. pol. koScidl de v.-tchéque kostel (lat. castellum), 
pol. aniof de v.-tchéque anjel (lat. angelus), pol. Piotr de v.-tchéque Petr 
(lat. Petrus). En méme temps, c.-a-d. entre 990 et 1000, I’Etat polonais 
embrassait déja toutes les provinces de la Pologne historique. Ainsi, 
grace aux faits linguistiques et politiques le groupe des dialectes polonais 
s’est constitué a la fin de X® siécle. 

Depuis le X® siécle jusqu’a la moitié du XVIE° le latin a fonctionné 
comme la langue littéraire de la Pologne. Des X® et XI® siécles nous 
n’avons que quelques noms propres polonais, mais depuis le XII® siécle 
d’assez nombreux mots polonais (prénoms, noms de lieux et termes 
juridiques) apparaissent dans le documents latins. Les textes polonais 
les plus anciens proviennent des XIV® et XV® siécles. En se basant sur 
ces documents on peut étudier le probléme du dialecte polonais de culture 
analyser ses origines du point de vue de sa fonction sociale, de la chrono- 
logie et de la localisation géographique. 

Tous les documents latins du XII¢ siécle contenant des mots polonais 
proviennent des chancelleries ecclésiastiques. Des XIII® et XIV® siécles 
nous avons plusieurs documents latins concernant la fonction du polo- 
nais dans I|’église. Les documents de I’année 1248, 1257, 1285, 1287,1327, 
1357 démontrent que le polonais était employé au XIII® siécle par 
Péglise comme langue auxiliaire 4 cété du latin dans les priéres et les 
psaumes et par les écoles ecclésiastiques pour l’enseignement du latin.” 


® Cf. W. Taszycki, Obroricy jezyka polskiego (= Biblioteka Narodowa, S. 1., Nr 146) 
(Wroctaw, Ossolineum, 1953), pp. V-IX, et le compte rendu de ce livre par T. Milewski, 
Poradnik Jezykowy (Styczen, 1954), pp. 22-34. 
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Les évéques polonais ont réservé cette fonction 4 la langue maternelle 
et la défendaient contre l’invasion de l’allemand. La littérature qui s’est 
développé au XIV® siécle était exclusivement ecclésiastique. Elle s’est 
composée de sermons, de traductions de psaumes et de chansons chan- 
tées dans les églises. Le nombre des textes provenant du XV¢® siécle 
est déja assez considérable, mais leur caractére n’a pas beaucoup changé. 
Sauf quelques petits poémes satiriques ou didactiques et quelques billets 
doux la poésie est exclusivement ecclésiastique de méme que la grande 
majorité des textes prosaiques. Les actes des tribunaux étaient écrits 
en latin sauf les formules des serments rédigées depuis 1386 en polonais. 
Mais ces formules écrites en patois locaux et noyées dans les actes publi- 
ques n’avaient aucune influence sur le développement du dialecte de 
culture. Les lois étaient rédigées en latin et les premiéres traductions 
polonaises provenant des années 1449 et 1450 étaient faites pour la 
Mazovie, province arriérée ot le latin était moins connu. Toutes les 
chancelleries royales ont travaillé jusqu’é 4 la moitié du XVI® siécle 
exclusivement en latin. 

Tous ces faits prouvent que le dialecte polonais de culture s’est déve- 
loppé dans le milieu ecclésiastique comme langue auxiliaire du latin qui 
était au moyen Age la langue liturgique et littéraire de toute l’Europe 
occidentale et aussi de la Pologne. La Pologne était plus arriérée que 
les autres pays de l'Europe latin, mais la grande ligne d’évolution était 
partout la méme. On peut comparer la Pologne des XIV° et XV° siécles 
a l’Allemagne du VIII¢ au XI° siécle. A cette époque il n’y avait qu’une 
seule langue commune en Allemagne: le latin, et les dialectes vieux- 
haut-allemands — qui ont fonctionnés comme langue auxiliaire du latin 
a léglise et 4 l’école — ne présentaient aucune unité. On peut méme 
distinguer quatre v.-h.-a. dialectes de culture, c.-a-d. l’alémanique, le 
bavarois, le franconien oriental et le franconien occidental.? L’humble 
fonction sociale d’une langue auxiliaire était liée au manque de l’unité 
linguistique parce que c’est la fonction officielle qui donne l’unité aux 
langues. La méme situation était en Pologne des XIV® et XV¢® siécles. 
Les études précises de M. W. Taszycki* ont démontré que la langue des 
textes polonais des XIV® et XV® siécles n’était pas homogéne. Ils pré- 
sentent évidemment plusieurs traits identiques mais ce sont les traits 
communs pour tout le groupe des dialectes polonais. Cependant, il n’y 


® Cf. W. Braune, Althochdeutsche Grammatik (Halle, 1921), pp. 1-6. 
* Cf. Lingua Posnaniensis, III (1951), pp. 206-247, ou Pochodzenie polskiego jezyka 
literackiego (1956), pp. 30-59. 





Ss &f OW AO Oo OG Q'S 3 «I wt o> = Oo 6 


—, 


To = ©) =lClUCMlUlUCUSlC 


+ »* tA o 








st 
= 


we ~ we Ay ' 


Av 












LES ORIGINES DU POLONAIS LITTERAIRE 137 


a pas de traits communs de langue dans les textes polonais du moyen 
Age qui peuvent les distinguer de l’ensemble du groupe des dialectes 
polonais de ce temps. M. W. Taszycki a établi qu’il y avait au moyen 
Age quatre dialectes de culture dans les différentes provinces de la 
Pologne, c.-a-d. le dialecte de Grande-Pologne, de Mazovie, de Petite- 
Pologne du nord et de Cracovie qui était 4 cette époque la capitale du 
pays. Le milieu ecclésiatique de chacune de ces province a vécu sa vie 
particuliére et a développé son propre dialecte de culture un peu différent 
des dialectes des provinces voisines. 

Les dialectes polonais de culture se sont développés sous l’influence 
du latin de l’époque scolastique et du vieux tchéque. Ces influences ont 
donné une certaine unité au lexique et a la phraséologie de nos dialectes 
et les ont caractérisés comme instrument de la culture ecclésiastique. 
Surtout la pénétration des mots vieux-tchéques employés 4 I’église 
étaient trés forte. Notre terminologie chrétienne était empruntée du 
tchéque et nos textes littéraires du moyen Age sont pleins de tchéquis- 
mes parce qu’en grande partie ils étaient traduits du tchéque. C’est un 
fait trés caractéristique que méme les mots d’origine polonaise liés a la 
vie religieuse comme wiesiele “joie, joie religieuse”, sierce “coeur”, 
moglié sie “prier”, moglitwa “priére”, ont été remplacés a la fin du XV® 
siécle sous l’influence tchéque par les formes wesele, serce, modlié sie, 
modlitwa.’ Ainsi les dialectes polonais de culture appartenaient au grand 
courant de la civilisation chrétienne latine du moyen Age. Ils ont em- 
prunté de cette civilisation ses particularités de lexique et sa forme 
graphique. 

La religion chrétienne ne s’est réellement établie en Pologne qu’au 
milieu du XI¢ siécle aprés la révolution paienne de 1034-1040. Quoique 
le christianisme ait pénétré dans la Petite-Pologne déja au temps de St. 
Métode (mort 885) et la Grande-Pologne ait été baptisé en 966, la révo- 
lution paienne a rasé toutes les traces de la vie chrétienne en Pologne 
sauf 4 Cracovie qui est restée fidéle au christianisme et grace a cela est 
devenue capitale du pays. Jusqu’a la fin du XII® siécle le clergé de la 
Pologne était en majeure partie d’origine étrangére, mais au début du 
XIII¢ siécle il s’est entigrement polonisé et est devenu patriotique. Ainsi, 
avant 1200 il n’y avait pas de conditions indispensables 4 la naissance 


5 Cf. W. Taszycki, ““O gwarowych formach mgle¢, mgly, moglié sie, moglitwa itd.”’, 
Studia z Filologii Polskiej i Slowianskiej, I (1957), pp. 230-246; J. Petr, Zaimek kazdy w 
historii i dialektach jezyka polskiego (Wroctaw, Ossolineum, 1957) (= Polska Akademia 
Nauk, Komitet Jezykoznawczy, Monografie Polskich Cech Gwarowych, 2), p. 118. 
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des dialectes polonais de culture — parce qu’ils étaient liés a la vie d’église — 
mais aprés cette date ces conditions ont apparu. L’analyse des docu- 
ments confirme cette chronologie. Il n’y a aucune trace de l’usage de 
la langue polonaise a l’église au XII® siécle. Les mots polonais — surtout 
les prénoms et les noms des lieux — apparaissent dans les textes latins 
provenant de ce siécle, mais ce ne fait pas preuve de l’existence du 
dialecte polonais de culture parce que dans les documents latins des 
XIle et XIII siécles originaires de la province de Brandebourg, du 
Mecklembourg et de l’ile de Riigen on trouve aussi plusieurs mots 
polabes des mémes catégories quoique dans ces pays ne s’est pas con- 
stituée de langue d’église d’origine slave. La graphie des mots polonais 
des documents du XII® siécle est extrémement confuse. Elle refléte 
servilement la graphie de l’Europe occidentale et n’est pas adaptée au 
systéme phonologique de notre langue, ce que prouve qu’il n’y avait pas 
encore de tradition dans la graphie polonaise. Comme premiére preuve 
de I’emploi de la langue polonaise a l’église peut servir le document de 
Pannée 1248, et le plus ancien texte ecclésiastique écrit en polonais que 
nous possédons, c.-a-d. les Sermons de la Sainte Croix (Kazania Swie- 
tokrzyskie), provient de la moitié du XIV® siécle. Tous ces faits prou- 
vent que les dialectes polonais de culture se sont constitués au XIII¢ 
siécle et le siécle précédent n’était que |’étape préparatoire. 

Les dialectes auxiliaires de la culture ecclésiastique ont apparu au 
XIII® siécle dans toutes les provinces de la Pologne. Ils ont gardé le 
systéme phonologique et morphologique des dialectes des provinces 
respectives et c’est pourquoi ils différaient l’un de l’autre. Mais ces 
différences ont disparu avec le temps et au XVIE siécle s’est formée la 
langue littéraire relativement uniforme dans toute la Pologne. Cette 
langue littéraire s’est développée des dialectes employés dans les églises, 
mais le probléme se pose a quel degré les dialectes de culture des diffé- 
rentes provinces ont participé a la formation du polonais littéraire. Pour 
résoudre ce probléme il faut se fonder sur l’analyse des plus anciens 
documents provenant de XII® siécle, c.-a-d. de l’époque de la formation 
de graphie polonaise. 

Au XIXé® siécle les dialectes polonais étaient divisés en deux grands 
groupes. Les dialectes de la Mazovie, de la Petite-Pologne, de la Silésie 
Basse et Centrale “mazourisaient”, par contre les dialectes de la Grande- 
Pologne et de la Poméranie ne “mazourisaient” pas. Le “mazourisme” 
consiste en une identification phonologique des continuantes des deux 
séries de consonnes slaves communes, a savoir la série des alvéolaires 
§, Z, & § et la série des dentales s, z, c, 3, en une série des dentales; par 
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contre, l’absence du “mazourisme” c’est la distinction de ces deux séries. 
Ainsi, dans les dialectes qui ne “mazourisent” pas, l’opposition apparait 
p.ex. entre les consonnes du commencement des mots Sary : sam, Zaba : 
zagon, cas: caly. Cette opposition a disparu dans les dialectes qui 
“mazourisent” oW en conséquence on a des formes sary : sam, zaba : 
zagon, cas: caly, qui tous commencent par une dentale. Or, il est 
évident que le “mazourisme” n’existait pas encore au XII® siécle parce 
que la différence entre les continuantes des deux séries des consonnes 
slaves communes alvéolaires et dentales est notée au méme degré de 
précision dans les documents du XII® siécle provenant des provinces qui 
au XIX® siécle ne “mazourisaient” pas (Grande-Pologne) et de ceux 
qui “mazourisaient” a cette époque (Silésie, Petite-Pologne). L’oppo- 
sition des phonémes c : ¢ apparait clairement dans la graphie du XII¢ 
siécle et surtout dans les documents plus étendus de l’année 1136 et 1155. 

Dans la Bulle de 1136 (Bulla gnieZnienska), provenant de la Grande- 
Pologne, le phonéme c est écrit: c (devant i e) - dans 27 exemples, ci 
(devant a) — 1, z (devant a) — 5, z (a la fin des mots) — 10; le phonéme ¢ 
est écrit: c (devant i e) - dans 6 exemples, ch — 12, che — 9, sc — 2, st (dans 
le groupe 5¢) — 7. Ainsi, le phonéme é se distingue de c dans 23 exemples 
(la graphie ch, che, sc), c.-a-d. en 79%, et confondu avec c dans 6 exem- 
ples - 21%. La graphie st pour sé refléte peut-étre la prononciation Sf, 
analogue 4 la prononciation polabe. Dans la Bulle de 1155 (Bulla 
wroclawska), provenant de Silésie, le phonéme c est écrit c dans 27 
exemples et ch dans un exemple incertain Nemechi, aujourd’hui Niemcza 
allemand Nimptsch; le phonéme ¢ est écrit c dans 2 exemples et ch dans 
11 exemples. Donc le phonéme ¢ est distingué de c dans 11 exemples 
(85%) et confondu avec c dans 2 exemples (15%). La graphie de la 
Bulle de 1155 provenant de la province qui au XIX® siécle “mazourisait” 
garde la distinction entre les phonémes c et ¢ en maniére également 
précise que la Bulle de 1136 provenant de la Grande-Pologne. 

La graphie des petits documents est plus confuse mais en tout cas 
instructive. Dans les trois petits documents de la Grande-Pologne de 
Pannée 1146, 1147 et 1153 le phonéme c est écrit 3 fois c (devant i e) 
et 2 fois z; le phonéme ¢ est noté 3 fois c (devant i e) et 2 fois sc. Ainsi 
€ se distingue de c dans 2 exemples (sc) sur 5. Dans petits documents 
de la Petite-Pologne de l’année 1166, 1170, 1189, 1190, 1198 le phonéme 
c est écrit: c — dans 14 exemples, z — 10, cz — 1, ch — 3 (uniquement dans 
le document de 1198); le phonéme ¢ est noté c — 6 fois et ch — 8 fois. 
Donc ¢ est distingué de c dans 8 exemples (ch) sur 14. La graphie 
des petits documents de la Grande-Pologne et de la Petite-Pologne 
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garde la distinction entre ¢ et c en maniére inexacte mais comparable.‘ 

Les documents du XIII® siécle ont aboli pour la plupart l’ancienne 
distinction graphique entre le phonéme c (écrit c, z) et é (écrit ch), mais 
c’est un fait purement graphique parce qu’il apparait aussi dans les 
documents provenant de la Grande-Pologne et, d’autre cété, les docu- 
ments de la chancellerie de Sulejéw de la Petite-Pologne du nord prove- 
nant des XII® et XIII® siécles gardent la distinction entre c (écrit c, z) 
et & (écrit ch) en maniére absolument précise.’ 

Il est trés vraisemblable que l’origine et le développement du “mazou- 
risme” tombent entre 1400 et 1600.° En tout cas les dialectes de culture 
des XIII®, XIV® et XV® siécles ne “mazourisaient” pas dans toutes les 
provinces de la Pologne parce qu’ils se sont formées avant le développe- 
ment du “mazourisme” qui n’a pas pu pénétrer dans la prononciation 
des personnes cultivées. Dans cet état de choses on ne peut tirer du 
“mazourisme” aucun renseignement précis sur la localisation du berceau 
du polonais littéraire. 

Pour résoudre ce probléme il faut se baser sur l’analyse des différences 
phonologiques et morphologiques qui distinguaient les dialectes polonais 
du moyen Age et qui étaient notés dans les documents de ce temps. Ces 
différences ont été étudiés plusieurs fois dans les travaux cités et récem- 
ment dans ceux de M. W. Taszycki.® Nous allons en rappeler les faits 
les plus caractéristiques. Quelques différences apparaissent déja dans les 
documents des XII¢ et XIII® siécles. 

1. Le développement a en 4 antérieur (noté e ou a) dans le groupe 
initial ra- et ja- et dans le groupe tart est bien connu des documents des 
XIl¢ et XIII® siécles provenant de la Grande-Pologne et de la Mazovie, 
p.ex. Reck (Bulle 1136), Jeroslao (1230), Lederg (Bulle 1136), c.-a-d. 
Raczek, Jaroslaw, Ledarg; par contre, ce changement n’apparait pas 
dans les documents de la Petite-Pologne et de la Silésie. 

2. Dans les dialectes de la Grande-Pologne et de la Mazovie le groupe 
-ew- apparaissait aprés les consonnes palatales, p.ex. Vneievo (= Unie- 


® Cf. St. Rospond, Dawnosé mazurzenia w §Swietle grafiki staropolskiej (= Polska 
Akademia Nauk, Prace Jezykoznawcze, 15) (Wroclaw, Ossolineum, 1957), pp. 64, 141, 
72, 100. 

7 Cf. St. Rospond, o.c., pp. 115-119. La graphie ch pour é refléte la graphie frangaise 
du moyen Age. Les moines cistersiens de Sulejéw étaient trés intimement liés avec la 
France et surtout avec son diocése maternel Langres. C’est pourquoi ils ont gardé plus 
longtemps que les autres couvents les traditions de graphie romanes. 

8 Cf. T. Milewski, Chronologia i przyczyny mazurzenia (= Zeszyty Naukowe Uniwersy- 
tetu Jagiellonskiego, Filologia, Nr 2, Prace Jezykoznawcze) (Krak6w, PWN, 1956), 
pp. 5-53; Résumé francais pp. 53-57. 

® Cf. Pochodzenie polskiego jezyka literackiego (1956), pp. 401-402. 
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jewo Bulle 1136); cependant, dans cette position on trouve dans les 
me | documents de la Petite-Pologne et de la Silésie le groupe -ow-, p.ex. 
ais |  § Ztriouo (= Stryjowo Bulle 1155). 










































les | 3. Dans les dialectes de la Grande-Pologne et de la Mazovie on a 
cu- généralisé dans plusieurs mots la forme des suffixes -k, -c (sans e prove- 
ve- @ nant de 6 ou 2), p.ex. Domc (1136), Crostauz (1136), c.-a-d. Domk, Kro- 
z) stawc = Domek, Krostawiec. Les dialectes de la Petite-Pologne et de la 
Silésie ne connaissaient que les formes -ek, -ec de ces suffixes. 
u- & Ces trois isoglosses ont divisé au moyen Age la Pologne en deux 
Ire parties: septentrionale (Grande-Pologne, Mazovie) et meéridionale 
les (Petite-Pologne) mais, avec le temps, les formes caractéristiques pour la 
9€- Petite-Pologne ont pénétré dans les dialectes de culture de la Pologne 
on du nord. Les suffixes -k, -c dans les formes du type Domk, Krostawc ont 
du | disparu trés tét de la langue d’église remplacés par les suffixes -ek, -ec. 
au Les groupes initiaux re- et je- sont sorti d’usage du dialecte de culture 
de la Grande-Pologne au XIV® siécle et du dialecte de la Mazovie au 
eS XV¢° siécle. Le groupe -ew- aprés palatales (p.ex. dans la forme du dat. 
ris sing. du type stryjewi, krolewi) a été éliminé de la langue écrite a XVI® 
es siécle. Dans les dialectes locaux de la Pologne du nord les suffixes -k, -c 
n- et les groupes re-, je, tert, -’ew- se sont conservés jusqu’aujourd hui. 
its Aux XIV et XV8 siécles les différences suivantes ont apparu entre 
es les textes provenant de Cracovie (Psautier de St. Florian et les autres) 
et les textes qui représentaient les provinces situées plus au nord: 
pe : 4. A Cracovie on a employé les formes contractées des verbes stad¢, 
es stal, baé sie, bal sig en opposition aux formes stoja¢, stojal, bojad sig, 
e, bojal sig qui étaient en usage dans la Grande-Pologne. 
d. 5. Dans les textes de Cracovie deux séries des formes apparaissent 
AS a l’acc. sing. de pronoms personnels: mie, cie, sie (les formes régies par 
les verbes) et mig, cig, sig (aprés les prépositions). Dans les textes litté- 
x raires provenant des autres provinces de la Pologne on ne trouve qu’une 
» série de formes mie, cig, sig dans toutes les positions. 


6. Ce qui est caractéristique pour la Petite-Pologne c’est la désinence 
du loc.pl. -och employée 4 cété des désinences -ech et -ach, p.ex. na 
konioch, w obrazoch, po ogrédkoch (a cété de na koniech et na koniach 
> etc.). Dans les textes de la Grande-Pologne et de la Mazovie on ne 
trouve que les désinences -ech et -ach. 

Le polonais littéraire du XVI° siécle ne connaissait que 1° les groupes 
4 ra-, ja-, tart; 2° le groupe -ow- aprés palatales; 3° les suffixes -ek, -ec; 
» 4° les formes contractées stad, baé sig. De plus, notre langue littéraire 
se caractérisait par 5° la forme sie opposée a sig, 6° la désinence -och 
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a cété des finales -ech et -ach. Tous ces traits caractéristiques du polonais 
littéraire du XVI® siécle apparaissaient déja aux XIV® et XV® siécles 
dans le dialecte de culture de Cracovie et ils proviennent de ce dialecte. 

D’aprés notre hypothése, le polonais littéraire du XVI® siécle s’est 
formé comme la continuation immédiate du dialecte de culture de Cra- 
covie qui était la capitale du royaume. Ce dialecte se développait depuis 
le XIIT¢ siécle dans les milieux ecclésiastiques et au XV® siécle au sein de 
l’université mais il n’était que la langue auxiliaire du latin. Il rayonnait 
déja sur la province mais il n’y avait pas encore des normes d’une langue 
commune. Tout s’est changé au début de XVI siécle grace au développe- 
ment des imprimeries qui jusqu’au milieu de XVI® siécle n’existaient 
qu’a Cracovie. Les imprimeurs de Cracovie ont créé le polonais litté- 
raire entre 1510 et 1540. c.-a-d. ils ont donné des normes de I’ortho- 
graphe et de la langue suivies par toute la Pologne.’® Dans ce travail, 
les imprimeurs se fondaient sur les traditions séculaires du dialecte de 
culture de Cracovie. Ils ont développé son vocabulaire mais ils ont 
gardé son systéme phonologique et morphologique. 

La langue des imprimeurs a été 4 son tour développée par les écrivains 
de l’époque de Réformation et de Renaissance (1540-1590), mais ces 
écrivains pour la plupart étaient issus de la Petite-Pologne et c’est pour- 
quoi la langue littéraire du XVI¢ siécle était étroitement liée aux dialectes 
de cette province. Ce n’est qu’aprés le transfert de la capitale de la 
Pologne de Cracovie 4 Varsovie, en 1595, la suprématie des normes de 
la langue provenant de la Petite-Pologne a été brisée, par suite de quoi 
dans le polonais littéraire des X VIII® et XIX siécles les éléments d’ origine 
du nord (Mazovie, Grande-Pologne) et de l’orient (l’ Ukraine, la Russie 
Blanche) ont prévalu sur les éléments méridionaux (Petite-Pologne). 


10 Cf. J. Petr, 0.c., pp. 11-12. 
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Warszawa 


Jan z Koszyczek nie nalezy do popularnych pisarzy XVI wieku, dlatego 
chciatbym na wstepie poda¢ kilka uwag o jego zyciu i twérczosci, 
zwiaszcza ze niektére dane nalezy uzupeini¢ i skorygowaé. 

Mimo licznych prac zajmujacych sie Janem z Koszyczek do tej pory 
niewiele wiemy o jego zyciu. L. Bernacki podaje tylko, ze w roku 1503 
zapisat sie na Uniwersytet Jagiellonski, a w 1513 zostat bakalarzem.? 
Jednak nawet te dane wedtug A. Briicknera nie sq pewne.* Nie zwrécono 
tez dotychczas uwagi, w ktérej czesci Polski leza jego rodzinne Keszyczki 
czy tez Koszyce. Sam bowiem podaje sie jako Jan z Koszyczek lub Jan z 
Koszyc. Mianowicie w przedmowie do “Zywotu gw. Anny” czytamy: 


Wspomoz Anno na$wietsza mnie grzesznego 
Jana bakalarz4 Skoszyczek stuge twego. (Av.) 


Podobnie w wierszu dolaczonym do “Zywotu Pana Jezu Krysta” B. 
Opecia w wydaniu H. Wietora z r. 1522: Pokorne wspomienienie zywota 
pana Jezusowego y przemowd do pana Jezus4 od Jana bakdlarza z 
Kossyczek. Natomiast w przedmowie do “Poncjana”’ czytamy: 


Jan, Bakalarz z Koszyc, dla waszej mitosci 
Wypisat je z taciny ku polskiej stawnosci. (Ponc U s. 2 - PoncRw, A 1). 


Z podawanych przez “Stownik geograficzny”” Koszyc i Koszyczek naj- 
prawdopodobniej miejscem rodzinnym autora “Zywotu $w. Anny” i 
“Poncjana” byty Koszyce, nazywane tez Koszyczkami, nad rzeka Szre- 
niaw@ W powiecie pinczowskim (obecnie pow. Kazimierza Wielka) — osada, 


1 Praca niniejsza zostala wykonana w Pracowni Filologii Zachodniostowianskiej 
Zaktadu Stowianoznawstwa PAN pod kierunkiem prof. Z. Stiebera. 

2 L. Bernacki, “‘Nieznana praca Jana z Koszyczek”, Pamietnik Literacki, t. 6 (1907), 
s. 363-370. 

3 A. Briickner [rec.], “Rozmowy ktore myal krol Salomon madry zmarcholtem 
grubym a sprosnym . . . wyd. przez L. Bernackiego”’, Pamigtnik Literacki, t. 13 (1914), 
s. 230-231. 
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dawniej miasteczko.4 W mniejszym stopniu moga wchodzié tu w gre 
podawane przez “Stownik geograficzny” Koszyce Wielkie lub Mate koto 
Tarnowa. W kazdym razie Jan z Koszyczek — Koszyc niewatpliwie byt 
Matopolaninem, na co wskazujqa nastepujace cechy jezykowe (na pod- 
stawie “Zywotu $w. Anny’”’):5 

1. -ow-: np. Moizeszowego, Zdchdryaszowd, Jedrzeiowi, mezowi itd. 
Jednak wyjatkowo tez Tobiaszewi (A4v.) oraz oczywiscie krolestwo, 
krolewski, krolewnd itp. 

2. zawsze ra-: np. radzi¢, rdd itp. 

3. zawsze ja-: np. idko, idlmuzna itd. 

4. zawsze baé sie. 

5. mazurzenie (sprawa ta wymaga jednak szczegdlowego omdéwienia ze 
wzgledu na dwa rézne systemy ortograficzne dla spétgtosek syczacych: do 
skiadki H inny i od sktadki H inny). 

6. przejscie chw > f w wyrazie krotofila (E7v.). Zachowanie grupy chw w 
pozostalych wyrazach moze byé wptywem normy literackiej. 

7. wystepowanie grupy Sr, Zr obok literackich srz, Zrz: wezry - Cv. 
(2 razy), przezrand — E3v., przezrydnq — D2, przezryenia — D3v., podezrenia 
— E3, srebra — F4, G2v., srebne — F4. 

8. koncéwki: -ech ||-och|| -ach w loc. pl. rzeczownikéw meskich i nijakich: 
w lecziech — A2v., A3v., cZdsiech — B\r., rodzyczoch — A2, potomkoch — A2, 
mieSyaczoch — C4v., obycidiach — A4, Elv., vczynkdch — C4v., Elv. itd. 
9. wyraz idcy “tylko” w Poncjanie: . . .a wszakoz kolebka, przewrociwszy 
sie, wywrocila sie na czterzy dlugie nogi, iz wywrociwszy [sie], dziecig jacy 
przykryla, nie udusiwszy . . . s. 22 (PoncRw, C7). 

Rozktad form mie, cie, sie i mig, cig, sig wskazuje na znaczne pomiesza- 
nie. W Zywocie w. Anny po czasownikach mamy: cie - 14, cig - 6; 
mie — 19, mig — 11, sie — 22, sig —- 1; po przyimkach zas: cie — 1, cig — 2; 
mie — 2 (na sie - sig poza przed sie brak przyktadéw). Stan ten thumaczy 
sie ogdInym zachowaniem noséwek w Zywocie w. Anny. Znak na noso- 
wosé jest tu bardzo czesto opuszczany: przy ¢ — 73 razy, np. swietey, 
przy q — 17 razy, np. z boidznid bozq. Z drugiej strony obserwujemy 
jednak oznaczanie nosowosci wtérnej przed spéigtoskami nosowymi, np. 
kdzdemu, Jqnd itd. (tacznie 32 wypadki). Jednoczesnie spotykamy wypadki 
wtérnego oznaczania nosowosci w réznych pozycjach niezaleznie od 
sasiedztwa spdigtosek nosowych, np. brdtd iggo — B2, w lasce — C2, nie 


4 Slownik geograficzny Krélestwa Polskiego i innych krajéw slowianskich, T. 4. 
(Warszawa, 1883), s. 489. 

5 Opieram si¢ tu na zestawieniu cech matopolskich Z. Stiebera w artykule ““Uwagi o 
pochodzeniu polskiego jezyka literackiego”, JP, XXX, 161-165 i artykule W. Taszyc- 
kiego “Polski jezyk literacki powstat w Matopolsce’’, w zbiorku PPJL, s. 401-402. 
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przeczyw Sye — D3v., tego czqsu — F4, powiedzyqla - G7, chwalyld - H2 
itd. Fakty te zapewne wskazuja na wymowe beznoséwkowa. Pisownia 
typu iggo, w fasce Swiadczy o tym, ze starano sie wprowadzié noséwki — 
nie zawsze jednak szczeSliwie. Jest rzecza ciekawa, ze na Kaszubach tez 
obserwujemy zanik dawnych samogtosek nosowych przy jednoczesnym 
unosowianiu samogtosek ustnych przed spéigtoskami nosowymi. Wymo- 
wa beznoséwkowa u Jana z Koszyczek wskazuje dodatkowo na jego 
matopolskie pochodzenie. 


Do prac Jana z Koszyczek naleza: 

1. “Rozmowy ktore myal krol Salomon madry zmarcholtem grubym a 
sprosnym. .. .”” Marcholt zachowat sie w trzech drobnych fragmentach: 
a. fragment Polifiskiego zawierajacy arkusz A, w wydaniu H. Wietora z 
1521 r., b. strzepki dwoéch kart z roku 1525, c. fragment Chyliczkowskiego- 
Przyborowskiego zawierajacy potowe arkusza D, w wydaniu H. Wietora 
zr. okoto 1538. Fragment z r. 1521 przedrukowat M. Polifiski w czaso- 
pismie “Wizerunki i rozstrzasania naukowe” (Wilno, 1840), Poczet nowy 
drugi, zesz. 15,s. 129-144. Fragmentzrokuok. 1538 przedrukowatJ. Lelewel 
w Ksiegach bibliograficznych, t. Il, s. 188-189, a w ca’osci Z. Celichowski.*® 
Wszystkie trzy fragmenty wydat w podobiznach L. Bernacki.’ 

2. “Poncjan.” W XVI w. ukazaty sie dwa wydania Poncjana. Pierwsze u 
Unglera w r. 1540 p.t. “Poncian Ktory ma w sobie rozmaithe powiesci 
mile barzo ku czcieniu wziete z Rzymskich dzieiow”’. Wydanie to w 
catosci zachowane w Bibliotece Pafistwowej w Monachium wydat bardzo 
dokiadnie J. Krzyzanowski w Bibliotece Pisarzéw Polskich, nr 79.® 
Niestety w czasie ostatniej wojny tzw. klocek monachijski, zawierajacy 
oprécz “Poncjana” takze “Historie Rzymskie” z r. 1540-1543, zaginat. 
Poza egzemplarzem monachijskim zachowaly si¢ jeszcze z wydania 
Unglera arkusze B i M — tzw. egzemplarz Wolskiego, ktéry ogtosit 
drukiem A. Briickner w PF, VI (1907) — oraz arkusz F bedacy wiasnosciq 
Biblioteki Jagiellonskiej. 

A. Briickner poczatkowo przypuszczal, ze egzemplarz Wolskiego 
stanowi fragment wydania sprzed r. 1530. J. Krzyzanowski nie rozpo- 
rzadzajac egzemplarzem Wolskiego, ktéry chwilowo gdzies zaginal, 
przyjmuje za A. Briicknerem istnienie wydania z roku ok. 1530, moty- 
§ Z.Celichowski, Marcholt. Przedruk homograficzny zegzemplarza prof. J. Przyborow- 
skiego. Objasnit . . . (Poznan, 1876). 

7 Rozmowy ktore myal krol Salomon madry zmdrcholtem grubym a sprosnym... 
Wydat L. Bernacki (Haarlem, 1913). 


8 J. Krzyzanowski, Poncjan (Historia o siedmi medrcach) przekladania Jana z Koszy- 
czek (Biblioteka Pisarzéw Polskich, nr. 79) (Krakéw, 1927). 
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wujac to znacznymi réznicami miedzy ogloszonym fragmentem A. 
Briicknera a tekstem monachijskim.® A. Briickner po dotarciu do Ponc- 
jana z roku 1540 wycofal sie z poprzedniego przypuszczenia: ““Z podob- 
nego egzemplarza pochodza 2 arkuszyki B i M, jakie ze zbior6w Wt. Wol- 
skiego przedrukowatem w Pracach Filologicznych warszawskich VI, 
174-183; jesli zachodza réznice miedzy owym przedrukiem, a tekstem 
monachijskim, toé to albo wina korekty warszawskiej albo moje niedopa- 
trzenie (oba arkuszyki byty zamazane i uszkodzone).’’!° 

Przeprowadzone przeze mnie poréwnanie egzemplarza Wolskiego (znaj- 
duje si¢ on obecnie w Bibliotece Publicznej w Warszawie) z Poncjanem 
w wydaniu J. Krzyzanowskiego catkowicie potwierdza poglad A. Briick- 
nera, ze egzemplarz Wolskiego stanowi fragment tego samego wydania 
Poncjana. Do tego samego wniosku doszia A. Gryczowa na podstawie 
analizy typograficznej (wiadomosé ustna). J. Krzyzanowski w rozprawie 
““Z dziej6w romansu moralistycznego w Polsce” podtrzymuje swoje 
twierdzenie, ze fragment ogtoszony przez A. Briicknera nalezy do wydania 
sprzed roku 1538, mimo ze powoluje si¢ na artykul tegoz autora, w 
ktérym on wycofal sie z poprzedniego stanowiska." 

Drugie wydanie szesnastowieczne Poncjana ukazalo sie w roku 1566 w 
oficynie M. Szarfenberga p.t. “Histhorya piekna z przyklady nadobnemi o 
Poncyadnie Cesaérzu Rzymskim . . .” (egzemplarz znajduje si¢ w Bibliotece 
Jagiellonskiej). Wedtug A. Briicknera jest to zmodernizowany przedruk 
wydania z r. 1540.12 Natomiast J. Krzyzanowski przypuszcza, ze oba 
druki miaty wezesniejszy wspélny wzor.'* 

3. “Zywot §w. Anny”, Krakow, H. Wietor ok.r. 1530. Unikat znajduje 
si¢ w Bibliotece Jagiellonskiej. J. Janéw wysunat twierdzenie, ze istniato 
jeszcze wszesniejsze wydanie “Zywotu sw. Anny” z r.ok. 1522, za czym 
miatoby przemawia¢é podobiefstwo miedzy drukiem Oss. nr 60.862 a 
“Zywotem sw. Anny”.!4 Twierdzenie to jednak opiera sie na nieudowod- 
® Por. wstep w wydaniu Poncjana. 

10 A. Briickner, ““«Poncjan» zr. 1540 i «Historie Rzymskie» zr. 1543”, Ruch Litera- 
cki, t. 1 (1926), s. 297; “Zwei polnische Unicate der Bayerischen Staatsbibliothek”’, 
AsIPh, 41 (1927), s. 161-168; oraz w rec. wydania Poncjana przez J. Krzyzanow- 
skiego, Pamiegtnik Literacki, t. 25 (1928), s. 161-162. 

11 J. Krzyzanowski, “‘Z dziejsw romansu moralistycznego w Polsce”, w wydaniu 
zbiorowym Studia staropolskie. Ksiega ku czci A. Briicknera (Krak6éw, 1928), s. 354-392. 
12 A. Briickner [rec.], “J. Krzyzanowski, Poncjan przektadania Jana z Koszyczek’’, 
Pamietnik Literacki, t. 25 (1928), s. 161-2. 

18 Por. uwage nr 11 oraz we wstepie do wydania Poncjana. 

14 J. Janow, “O stosunku dwu wydan ‘Zywota P. Jezu Krysta’ zr. 1522 iwynikajacych 
stad wnioskach o redaktorze druku Ossolifskiego nr 60.862 oraz o zaginionym wyda- 


niu ‘Historyi o $w. Annie’ (ok. 1522)”, Sprawozdania Towarzystwa Naukowego we 
Lwowie, t. 8 (1928), s. 43-41. 
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nionym przypuszczeniu, ze wspomniany druk powstat okolo r. 1522.% 
4. “Pokorne wspomienienie zywotad pd4nd Jezusowego...” — wierszyk 
przy “Zywocie Pana Jezu Krysta” B. Opecia w wyd. Wietora z r. 1522. 
L. Bernacki’* przypisuje ponadto Janowi z Koszyczek: 
1. “Zywot btogostawionego Aleksego spowiednika. Drugi Zywot 
Eustachiusza meczennika’”’. Krakéw, Szarfenberg, 1529. 
2. “Historie Rzymskie” z r. 1540-1543. 
3. “Osadzenie spraw niebieskich stawne nauki krakowskie na rok 1529.” 
Oba “Zywoty” oraz “Osqdzenie spraw niebieskich” sq jednak wedtug 
A. Briicknera utworami Jana Sandeckiego-Maleckiego, a “Historie 
Rzymskie” z r. 1540-1543 Jan z Koszyczek jedynie zebral, co wyraznie 
jest napisane na odwrocie karty tytutowej.!” Material dotyczacy wptywow 
ezeskich w “Zywotach” i “Osadzeniu” wyraznie potwierdza przypusz- 
ezenie A. Briicknera. “Historie Rzymskie”’ zr. 1540-1543, jak juz wspom- 
niatem wyzej, obecnie niestety nie sq dostepne. 


Do opracowania czechizméw wykorzystalem wszystkie utwory napisane 

niewatpliwie przez Jana z Koszyczek. “Zywot éw. Anny”, “Pokorne 

wspomienienie” oraz ““Poncjana”’ z r. 1566 w wydaniu M. Szarfenberga 

opracowalem postugujac sie mikrofilmami i fotokopiami. Do opraco- | 
wania fragmentéw “Marcholta” wykorzystalem podobizny zamieszczone 

w wydaniu L. Bernackiego.'* Jedynie ekscerpcje z “Poncjana” w wydaniu 

Unglera z 1540 r. opieraja si¢ na przedruku J. Krzyzanowskiego.’” 

Szczegdtowe pordéwnanie tego przedruku z zachowanymi arkuszami B, 

M i F wykazuje, ze przedruk ten jest niezwykle wierny i do opracowania 

czechizméw caltkowicie wystarcza. 


W jezyku utworéw Jana z Koszyczek widoczne sa wptywy czeskie tylko w 
zakresie stownictwa i jego strony fonetycznej. 
Za czeskie wiasciwosci fonetyczne uwaza si¢ powszechnie:”° 1. grupy 


18 J. Janéw, “Rekopis Biblioteki Jagiellofiskiej nr 3336 w poréwnaniu z najstarszym 

tekstem drukowanym Pisma $éw. w jezyku polskim”, PF, 12, s. 70-72. 

16 Rozmowy ktore myal krol Salomon mqdry zmdrcholtem grubym a sprosnym... 

Wydat L. Bernacki (Haarlem, 1913). 

17 A. Briickner (rec.), “Rozmowy ktore... Wydat L. Bernacki”, Pamietnik Literacki, 

t. 13 (1914), s. 230-231. 

18 Por. uwage nr 16. 

19 J. Krzyzanowski, Poncjan (Historia o siedmi medrcach) przekladania Jana z 

Koszyczek (Biblioteka Pisarzéw Polskich, nr 79) (Krakow, 1927). 

20 ~Jedynie A. Briickner (poza najwezesniejszymi pracami), negowat przyjmowanie 
czeskiego w wypadku wystepowania powyzszych cech fonetycznych. Ponadto 

J. Otrebski (SO, 19, s. 458) uwaza, ze h moze byé pochodzenia ekspresywnego. 
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trat, tlat zamiast trot, tlot, 2. hna miejscu etymologicznego g, 3. spdétgtoski 
twarde przed e — z dawnego ei b, 4. samogtoski ustne zamiast nosowych -— 
na sposob czeski, 5. brak przeglosu dawnego é i e. W wypadku wystepo- 
wania samogtosek ustnych na miejscu pierwotnych nosdéwek, spdigtosek 
twardych przed e oraz h na miejscu etymologicznego g mozemy mie¢ do 
czynienia takze z wplywem ruskim, co czasem trudne jest do odréznienia 
od wplywu czeskiego. Material jezykowy z utworéw Jana z Koszyczek 
nie nasuwa jednak tych problemoéw. 

Nieraz zar6wno forme beznoséwkowg jak i forme z noséwka nalezy 
uznaé za rodzime przyjmujac pierwotng obocznosé g : u w jezykach 
stowianskich,”4 np. smetek : smutek, wnuk : wnek i t.p. Zwyciestwo formy 
beznoséwkowej w polskim jezyku literackim mogto si¢ jednak dokona¢ 
pod wplywem jezyka czeskiego, ktéry — jak to wskazywat Z. Stieber - w 
XVI w. wystepowal czesto w roli arbitra.2* Podobnie zar6wno formy z 
przegiosem, np. powiada¢, trzepiotanie, jak i bez przegtosu, np. powiedac, 
trzepietanie moga byé formami rodzimymi. Obecnie, jak wiadomo, brak 
przegtosu po spdigtoskach wargowych wiasciwy jest Mazowszu w wypad- 
ku dawnego é, a Matopolsce w wypadku dawnego e.?* Gdyby tak samo 
bylto takze w XVI wieku, to przy braku przegtosu dawnego é u pisarzy 
wielkopolskich czy matopolskich (a Jan z Koszyczek byt Matopolaninem) 
nalezaloby przyjmowaé raczej wptyw czeski niz mazowiecki, a przy braku 
przegiosu dawnego e u Matopolanina moze to byé albo cecha lokalna 
wsparta wplywem czeskim, u pisarzy pozamatopolskich albo wplyw 
czeski albo matopolski. Analiza materiatu jezykowego u Jana z Koszyczek 
kaze jednak odrzuci¢é mozliwosé wptywu jezyka czeskiego jako arbitra 
zaréwno w zakresie form nieprzeglosowych typu powiedad, trzepietanie 
jak i w zakresie form beznos6wkowych typu smutek, wnuk i t.p. Przema- 
wia za tym fakt, ze formy te nie sq najczestsze w ZA — utworze wykazuja- 
cym. najwieksze nasilenie wplywow czeskich (por. niz.). 

Szczegélnych trudnosci nastreczaja wyrazy z samogtoskq ustng zamiast 
pierwotnej samogtoski nosowej, kiedy mozna je ttumaczyé odnosowie- 
niem. Np. postaé szczescie u Jana z Koszyczek moze byé gwarowa 
postacig matopolska, a moze tez sie thumaczyé wptywem czeskim (por. 
czes. stésti). Za ta druga mozliwoscia przemawia fakt, ze w ZA szczescie i 
pochodne wystepujq tylko w postaci beznos6wkowej, w innych natomiast 
wyrazach widoczne sa wahania. 


21 F, Stawski, ““Obocznosé ¢ : u w jezykach stowianskich”, SO, 18, s. 246-290. 

22° Z. Stieber, ““Glos w dyskusji o pochodzeniu polskiego jezyka literackiego”, w 
zbiorku PPJL, s. 102-116 oraz w JP, XXX, s. 161-165. 

28 H. Kotulska-Skulimowska, “Brak przegtosu e w wyrazach typu wiesla, mietta’’, 
JP, XXXVIL, s. 322-329. 


‘a acti eal, A pm a ts bck ai - 





ss ff eed tet bs &OUrrTlUlUC 


—_—=_ *, on a =| =§|§ St Oh hl 


— 065 SS = = ~ fe 








nN FF FTF KS OPPO wr SS VY 











ia ase bee 2 peat apa awe a aS ae ei 








CZECHIZMY W JEZYKU JANA Z KOSZYCZEK 149 


W wypadku braku fonetycznych znamion czeskosci stwierdzenie 
wplywu jest znacznie trudniejsze. W danym razie rozstrzyga wiele 
ezynnik6éw: historia wyrazu,™ jego znajomos¢é w gwarach, rozpowszech- 
nienie w jezykach stowianskich, przynaleznos¢é do kregu terminologii 
zapozyczanej z jezyka czeskiego (np. terminologia koscielna, ““wojenna’’). 
Najistotniejszym kryterium powinno byé wiasciwie wystepowanie lub 
brak wyrazu w gwarach. W wielu wypadkach nie jest ono zupetnie przy- 
datne, poniewaz wplywy czeskie dotycza przewaznie dziedzin nie zwiq- 
zanych z kultura ludowa. 

Oddzielanie czechizméw fonetycznych od stownikowych nie jest 
wskazane. Trudno bowiem nieraz rozstrzygna¢, czy zostala zmieniona 
tylko forma fonetyczna wyrazu, czy mamy do czynienia z pozyczka leksy- 
kalna charakteryzujacq sie obcymi wiasciwosciami fonetycznymi. Np. 
wiasny jest niewatpliwie przeksztalceniem fonetycznym dawniejszego 
wlosny pod wptywem czeskim, natomiast zwiaszcza jest juz raczej po- 
zyczka wyrazowa, poniewaz zwioszcza w jezyku polskim nie jest po- 
§wiadczone, natomiast w wypadku przywilaszcza¢, praca i t.p. trudno 
okresli¢ rodzaj wptywu. Ukiad alfabetyczny pozwala ominaé te trudnosé, 
poza tym jest on wygodny ze wzgledu na swojq przejrzystos¢. 

W przegladzie ponizszym zostaly uwzglednione nie tylko czechizmy, 
lecz takze tzw. kontrczechizmy - tzn. wyrazy lub postaci wyrazowe 
polskie, ktére byty przejSciowo zastepowane lub zostaty zastapione 
pdzniej przez wyrazy lub postaci wyrazowe czeskie. Pozwoli to doktadniej 
przesledzié histori¢ pozyczek czeskich oraz wyjasni¢, dlaczego pewne 
czechizmy nie przyjety si¢ na stale w jezyku polskim. W przegladzie tym 
umieszczam moZliwie wszystkie wyrazy i postaci wyrazowe uwazane za 
bohemizmy w dotychczasowej literaturze naukowej. Jedynie z termino- 
logii koScielnej szczeg6towo omawiam tylko te wyrazy, ktére w XVI w. nie 
maja jeszcze ustalonej postaci fonetycznej, jak np. ofiara, ofiera, malzonek, 
manZonek . . . oraz te, kt6re pominat w swojej pracy E. Klich.2> Wiekszosé 
bowiem terminéw koécielnych zostala przejeta i utrwalona w jezyku 
polskim jeszcze przed XVI w. U Jana z Koszyczek sa to: apostol, biskup, 
diabel, jalmuzna, kaplica, kaplan, klasztor, koSciél, krzest, pacierz, piel- 
grzym (2), poganin, post, wilia, zak i pochodne. Natomiast poza termino- 
logia koscielng omawiam nawet te wyrazy, ktére byty uwazane za czechiz- 
my w dotychczasowej literaturze naukowej, chociaz moim zdaniem nie 


24 Sledzenie historii pozyczek jest obecnie mozliwe dzieki magazynowi Slownika 
staropolskiego w Krakowie. Przy sposobnosci wyrazam tutaj podzie¢kowanie Redakcji 
St. stp. za umoZliwienie korzystania ze zgromadzonych materialéw. 

35 E. Klich, Polska terminologia chrzescijanska (Poznah, 1927). 
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mozna ich zaliczaé do czechizméw. Staram si¢ wtedy swoje stanowisko w 
miare moznoéci uzasadni¢, nieraz jednak poprzestaje na zestawieniu 
réznych pogladéw odkiadajac zajecie stanowiska na czas pdzniejszy, 
kiedy zostang zgromadzone bogatsze materialy. Prace badawcze nad 
wplywem jezyka czeskiego na jezyk polski XVI w. prowadzone w Pra- 
cowni Filologii Zachodniostowianskiej Zaktadu Stowianoznawstwa PAN 
znajduja si¢ bowiem dopiero w stadium poczatkowym. Celem tych prac 
jest szczegdtowe przesledzenie wplywu jezyka czeskiego na polszczyzne 
szesnastowiecznq. Przedstawiany tu materiat z utwordéw Jana z Koszyczek 
ilustruje prace przygotowawcze. 


ale — lecz 

W pismach Jana z Koszyczek wystepuje tylko ale, natomiast zupeinie 
brak synonimicznego Jecz —- uwazanego za czechizm przez Nehringa, 
AsIPh, 6, 177, S. Urbaticzyka, BZ, s. 116-117 i Z. Stiebera, PPJL, s. 110. 
Przeciwko przyjmowaniu wplywu czeskiego wystapit S. Rospond, PPJL, 
s. 160-162. W oparciu o zestawienia liczbowe spdéjnikéw ale i Jecz z Biel- 
skiego, Reja, J. Kochanowskiego, Murzynowskiego, Klonowica, Bazylika, 
Stryjkowskiego, Orszaka i Leopolity dochodzi on do wniosku, ze nalezy 
raczej przyjmowaé zréznicowanie dialektalne w staropolszczyznie z mato- 
polskim ale i wielkopolskim /ecz. Materiat z pism Jana z Koszyczek, B. 
Opecia (w wyd. H. Wietora z 1522 tylko ale), Biernata z Lublina (ale 
prawie wylaczne) potwierdza przypuszczenie S. Rosponda. Przeciwko 
uznawaniu /ecz za czechizm przemawia takze inne znaczenie /e¢é w jezyku 
czeskim “‘poza tym, jesli tylko, tylko, chyba tylko” (por. Geb. St. stcz.). 
Ksiazkowosé /ecz w jezyku polskim niczego nie dowodzi, poniewaz to 
samo dotyczy takze czeskiego Jeé. Natomiast /ecz — lecz w BZ w znacze- 
niu ‘sive — sive’ nalezy oczywisScie uwaza¢ za wplyw czeski. 
aza, za 

U Jana z Koszyczek aza, za (wyjatkowo azali) wystepuje nie tylko w 
ZA, lecz takze — i to dosyé czesto - w obu wydaniach Poncjana oraz w 
March. - a wiec w zabytkach nawskro§ $wieckich. Przeczy to twierdzeniu 
S. Urbaniczyka, BZ, s. 96, ze aza bylo w XV w. wyrazem jakby martwym, 
nie uzywanym poza literaturq religijna i skazanym na rychiq zagtade, 
podtrzymywanym przez jezyk czeski. Utwory Jana z Koszyczek $wiad- 
CZ4, Ze aza, za utrzymywalo si¢ jeszcze w XVI w. Przyjmowanie wplywu 
czeskiego w tym wypadku nie wydaje mi sie uzasadnione. 


bakalarz 
Wystepuje tylko w przedmowach do czytelnika i w tytulach. St. stp. 
podaje kilka przyktadéw uzyé bakalarza z 2. potowy XV w. T. Lehr- 
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Splawinski przyjmuje czeskie pochodzenie bakalarza,** natomiast A. 
Briickner uwaza, ze trudno rozstrzygna¢é, czy wyraz ten dostat si¢ bez- 
posrednio z taciny czy za posrednictwem czeskim (Wplywy . .. , s. 105). 
bez 

Wystepuje u Jana z Koszyczek tylko raz w ZA: bez twey woley ni¢ 
niezqdam D4v. Poza tym w znaczeniu ‘bez’ uzywa Jan z Koszyczek przez 
oraz krom i kromia. Np. w Poncjanie: przez ich rady F4v, przez ich woley 
F4v, przez omieszkania s.4. w PoncU — w PoncRw tak samo. W ZA przez 
w znaczeniu “‘bez” nie wystepuje, natomiast w tym znaczeniu uzyto krom 
az 11 razy, np. krom boidzni A4v., nie krom przyczyny C3, krom watpienia 
G8v, krom pracey czesney H r.it.d. Podobnie w obu wydaniach Poncjana, 
czesto spotykamy krom i kromia w znaczeniu “bez”. W kilku miejscach 
jednak krom i kromia spotykamy w znaczeniu “oprdécz, poza’’, np. 
PoncU: A niebyl ten, ktoryby go nie mnimal byé Lodwikiem, krom Floren- 
tiny s. 132, tak, ize nikt nie wiedzial, kiedy jechal ..., kromia Lodwika 
s. 134. W PoncRw tak samo. W zlozeniu bez wystepuje tylko raz i to w 
drugim wydaniu Poncjana: zywoth swoy kladl w niebeSpiecznoscidch M1 v. 
Natomiast w Ponc U mamy tu w nieprzespiecznoSciach s. 135. Poza tym 
jednym wypadkiem PoncRw zawsze jest w zgodzie z PoncU: w nieprze- 
S§piecznoSsciach s. 3, 6 - Rw A3v, A4, tak samo przeSpiecznie s. 56, 118 - 
tak samo w Rw F3v, K8. 

Jak widaé zatem, u Jana z Koszyczek obserwujemy wyrazne nawiqzanie 
do stanu sprzed XVI w., kiedy dominowalo przez natomiast bez byto 
zupeinie wyjatkowe.?” Za przyjeciem wplywu czeskiego w wypadku 
przyimka bez przemawiaja nie tylko wzgledy fonetyczne, — powinno byé 
bioz albo biez, poniewaz jako przyimek bez wystepowato zaréwno przed 
twardymi jak i przed miekkimi** — lecz takze historia samego wyrazu, 
ktéra szczegdtowo przedstawit S. Urbanczyk w JP, XXVI, s. 134 oraz w 
pracy o BZ, s. 96 i nn. Tam takze zreferowane sq poglady przeciwne. 


blaznowaé 

Wyraz ten spotykamy tylko w March. 1521: d on zciebie bldznuie A4v. 
Za czeskim pochodzeniem blazna opowiedziat sie S. Urbaficzyk, BZ, 
s. 100-1, motywujac to tym, ze thumacze BZ unikali czeskiego b/dznivy 
zastepujac polskim szalony oraz tym, ze w jezyku polskim brak pier- 


26 6T. Lehr-Splawinski, Szkice z dziejéw rozwoju i kultury jezyka polskiego (Lwéw, 
1938), s. 33. Oraz Jezyk polski. Pochodzenie, powstanie, rozwdj. Wyd. 2 (Warszawa, 
1951), s. 113. 

87 §. Urbanczyk, “Historia przyimk6éw bez i przez”, JP, XXVI, s. 134 i nn. oraz w 
pracy o BZ, s. 96 i nn. 

28 Z. Stieber, Rozwdj fonologiczny jezyka polskiego (Warszawa, 1952), s. 11. 
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wotnego znaczenia “gtupi’’, a od razu wystepuje znaczenie specjalne. q 
Twierdzenie S. Urbaficzyka jednak nie przekonywa. Znaczenie “gtupi’”’ 
wyrazu blazen podawane przez St. stp. s. 106 z polowy XV w. nie jest | 
odosobnione. Spotykamy je jeszcze w XVI w. u Biernata z Lublina w 
Ezopie: Kiedy Ksant zorientowat sie, ze Ezop z niego zakpil: 


ie. ee ~~ 


(2 i eu eek 


~~ 


(Xant rzeki), 4 czemuz ty ki4masz 

Albo ze mnie blazna dzidtasz. C4 r. 
Albo: Y takich wiele blaznow znam: 

Ktorzy wysoka mysl maiq 

A przeto swe vtracaiqa. Q3 r. 


~*~, rl nw 7 


Jak widaé, w polszczyznie znaczenie “gtupi” tez wystepowato. 

Poza tym przeciwko uznawaniu wyrazu blazen i pochodnych za 
czechizmy przemawia ich znajomosé w innych jezykach stowianskich. 
Zaréwno w jezyku gérnotuzyckim jak i dolnotuzyckim znany jest blazan i 
liczne wyrazy pochodne (okolo 20). Machek podaje takze blazne ze 
starostowianskiego. Fakty te oraz znajomos¢ wyrazu blazen w gwarach 
polskich (SGP) wyraznie Swiadcza przeciwko przyjmowaniu wplywu j ‘ 
czeskiego. Unikanie czeskiego bldznivy przez ttumaczy BZ moze Swiad- 
czyé jedynie o obcosci tej formacji przymiotnikowej w jezyku polskim. 


blogoslawié — bogoslawié 

Blogoslawié (bogoslawi¢) i pochodne powszechne sq u Jana z Ko- 
szyczek. Mamy tu do czynienia z dawna pozyczka. Na posrednictwo 
czeskie przy przejeciu tego terminu starostowianskiego zwrécil uwage juz 
Nehring, As/Ph, I, 61. : ‘ 


ee ae | 


bojazn 

Bojazn u Jana z Koszyczek wystepuje zawsze w polskiej postaci 
fonetycznej. PoSwiadczona jest wielokrotnie w ZA oraz w PoncU i Rw. 
Natomiast nigdzie nie spotykamy u niego postaci bazn — uwazanej za 
czechizm przez A. Briicknera (Dz. jez. pol., s. 44) iS. Wierczynskiego.”® 


brama 

Postaé brama wystepuje u Jana z Koszyczek tylko jednokrotnie w ZA 
(k. B r.). Natomiast w obu wydaniach Poncjana wielokrotnie spotykamy 
posta¢ brona. St. stp. w znaczeniu “bramy” podaje tez tylko brona. U 
Bielskiego*® i Reja** tez przewaza brona. Zna ja takze Piotr Kochanowski i ; 


29 =S. Wierczynski, Polski i czeski Dialog Palinura z Charonem (Wroclaw, 1952), s. 7. ’ 
30 J. Loret, “Czechizmy u Marcina Bielskiego”, Rozprawy Komisji Jezykowej 
Lédzkiego Towarzystwa Naukowego, t. 2, s. 209. { : 
31 W. Taszycki, ““Czechizmy w jezyku Reja’’, PF, 12, s. 64. t 
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(Linde), a nawet jeszcze u Waclawa Potockiego czestsza jest broma niz 
brama.** Postaé brama w ZA moze byé zatem jakas wstawka drukarza- 
wydawcy, mozna tez dopatrywaé si¢ istnienia wzoru czeskiego, kt6rym 
Jan z Koszyczek sie postugiwat przy thumaczeniu z taciny. 


chutki, chutko 

Zaréwno chutki jak i chutko poSwiadcezone sa w Poncjanie. Chutki w 
znaczeniu “zwawy”’, a chutko w znaczeniu “szybko”. Mimo ze chu¢ dostala 
sie do jezyka polskiego pod wptywem czeskim, to jednak chutki i chutko 
nalezy uwaza¢ za rodzime ze wzgledu na wystepowanie w gwarach (F. 
Slawski, SO, 18, s. 257). Poza tym wyrazéw chutki i chutko stowniki 
ezeskie nie notuja (tylko chutny i chutné). 


ciemnica 

W znaczeniu “wiezienie’”’ u Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy wylacznie 
ciemnice. Natomiast zupeinie brak wigzienia - uwazanego za czechizm 
przez S. Urbaficzyka, BZ, s. 162-163. 


cérka 

Cérka wystepuje obocznie z wyrazem dziewka. Liczbowo wyraznie 
przewaza dziewka. Za przyjmowaniem wplywu czeskiego w wypadku 
wyrazu cérka opowiada sie S. Urbaficzyk (BZ, s. 103-104, 183), przeciwko 
J. Otrebski (SO, 19, s. 452-3), motywujac swoje twierdzenie znajomosciq 
wyrazu cér(k)a w catej Slowiafszczyznie poza Luzycami oraz wyste- 
powaniem w gwarach polskich —- w ograniczonym wprawdzie zakresie. 


dufanie 

Wyraz ten u Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy tylko z ZA, dwukrotnie: 
duffanie Cv., dufanie E8. Za przyjmowaniem wplywu czeskiego opo- 
wiadaja sie T. Lehr-Splawinski (P-Cz, s. 110, 119), J. Los (GP, II, 197), 
S. Rospond (SJP, s. 190; DM, s. 107), W. Taszycki (PF, 12, s. 65). S. 
Rospond opiera swoje twierdzenie na fakcie, ze Malecki poprawiat ufanie 
i ufajgc w Nowym Testamencie tzw. Warszawskim na duffanie i duffajac, 
oraz na tym, ze Malecki w Defensio broni duffania i duffac, poniewaz w 
jezyku czeskim jest doufjanie. Przeciwko przyjmowaniu wptywu czeskiego 
wypowiadat sie A. Briickner (Dz. jez. pol., s. 128) oraz F. Stawski (SE, 
s. 178). Za rodzimoscia dufaé wedtug F. Slawskiego przemawia to, ze 
jest ono czeste w gwarach polskich i ttumaczy sie jasno jako Sciagniecie 
dawnego do-ufac. Prawdopodobnie trzeba bedzie przyja¢ rodzimosé 
wyraz6ow dufac i dufanie, pozostanie jedynie oddziatywanie jezyka czeskie- 


32 Z. Stieber, “‘Uwagi 0 jezyku Waclawa Potockiego”’, odbitka z Prac Polonistycznych, 
t. 5 (1947), s. 5. 
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go jako arbitra na wybér form dufa¢ i dufanie zamiast obocznych ufaé i 
ufanie. 


dzieki || dzigki i pochodne 

W ZA prawie wylaczne sq postaci bez nosé6wki, mianowicie mamy tam: 
wazieczny (1 raz), wdziecznoS$¢ (2 razy), dzieki (1 raz), dziekowanie (1 raz), 
dziekowaé (10 razy), a z noséwka tylko 3 razy dzigkowa¢. W wypadku 
tych wyrazéw mozna przyja¢ dwie niezalezne pozyczki: bezposrednio z 
$rgniem. danc (Stawski, SE, s. 204) i za poSrednictwem staroczeskich diek, 
dék, dieka (A. Briickner, PF, 6, s. 17-18). Dzisiejsze gwary (SGP) kaza 
opowiedzieé si¢ jednak raczej za wpltywem niemieckim. Kaszubskie 
dzekowac (SGP) stanowi tylko pozorne odstepstwo, poniewaz mamy tu 
do czynienia nie z e, lecz tzw. szwa (dzékowac), ktére kontynuuje dawnee. 


Salszywie, falszywy 

U Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy tylko postaci falszywy i falszywie (w 
obu wydaniach Poncjana i w ZA), natomiast zupelnie brak postaci 
Jaleczny, faleszny . . .— wwazanych za czeskie przez W. Taszyckiego, PF, 
12, s. 65. Natomiast A. Briickner zaréwno postaci falszywy, falszywie, jak 
i postaci faleczny, faleszny ... — wwaza za bezposrednie pozyczki nie- 
mieckie (Cyw. i jez., s. 71 i nn.). 


Sijerz — fryjerz 

Wyjatkowo tylko w PoncU spotykamy wyraz fijerz F2v., w PoncRw 
Sryjerz EA. Poza tym w znaczeniu “kochanek, zalotnik” spotykamy w obu 
wydaniach Poncjana milosnika (milostnika). Za czeskim pochodzeniem 
Sryjerza opowiedziat sie A. Briickner (Cyw. i jez., s. 81, Walka . . ., s. 206). 
Za pozyczka czeska przemawia powszechnosé frejiefa, frajiera i pochod- 
nych w jezyku staroczeskim (St. stcz., s. 388) oraz czeskich gwarach wobec 
rzadkosci w jezyku staropolskim i wystepowania frajerza i frajerki tylko 
w gwarach goralskich (SGP). 


gwiezda 

Postaé bez przegtosu wystepuje tylko raz w PoncU: niebo z gwiezdami 
B2.W PoncRw wprowdzono tu juz forme z przeglosem. Poza tym zaréwno 
w PoncU jak i PoncRw wielokrotnie wyraz gwiazda spotykamy w formie 
z przegtosem. Por. powiedad¢. 


hanba i pochodne 

W pismach Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy wyrazy hanba, haniebny, 
haniebnie, zhanbi¢, zhanbiony w ZA i w obu wydaniach Poncjana. Nie 
znajdziemy natomiast u niego tych wyrazéw z polska fonetyka. Ganba 
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i pochodne w XVI w. jednak sq jeszcze znane, np.w ZPJK w wydaniu 
H. Wietora z 1522 r. mamy tylko ganba, ganbi¢, ganiebny, ganiebnoSsé, 
ganiebnie. Linde podaje ganbe z Gérnickiego, Petrycego, a nawet z 
Kuligowskiego. Przed XVI w., jak wykazuje kartoteka St. stp. havba i 
pochodne wystepuja zupeinie sporadycznie, panuje jeszcze polska fone- 
tycznie gariba. 

W pismach Jana z Koszyczek obok hanby, zhanbié bardzo czesto 
wystepuje synonimicznie sromota, zesromoci¢. Moze postaé ganba nie byta 
znana w jego gwarze? Sromota oraz srom u Jana z Koszyczek wystepuja 
takze w znaczeniu “wstyd”, natomiast wyraz wstyd i pochodne sq mu 
zupeinie nie znane. (S. Urbaficzyk wstyd uwaza za czechizm — BZ, s. 
165-6; inaczej J. Otrebski - SO 19, s. 457-8). 


herb 

Herb spotykamy tylko raz, w ZA: ... nd iedney stronie (pieniadza) 
wybié kdz swoy herb... E7. Wedtug A. Briicknera(SE, 171) i F. Staw- 
skiego (SE, 415) herb do nas dostat sie za posrednictwem czeskim. Warto 
dodaé, ze SGP podaje herb tylko z Cieszynfskiego, w znaczeniu “spadko- 
bierca, dziedzic”’. 


jedwabny 

U Jana z Koszyczek wystepuje w obu wydaniach Poncjana; w PoncU 
s. 123, w PoncRw s. L3v. Powszechnie uwaza si¢ jedwab za pozyczke z 
niemieckiego za posrednictwem czeskim. Por. F. Stawski, SE, s. 551-2. 


jedyny 

Powszechnie wystepuje w ZA (6 razy) i w obu wydaniach Poncjana 
(kilkanascie razy). W jednym wypadku wprowadzono w PoncRw jedyny 
na miejsce jednego w PoncU ; mianowicie w PoncU mamy: pies wybawil od 
Smierci jednego syna jego s. 20, natomiast w PoncRw mamy tu:... 
iedynego... CSv. Jeden zresztg w obu wydaniach Poncjana czesto 
wystepuje w znaczeniu “‘jedyny, tylko jeden”. 

Czeski wplyw na ustalenie sie postaci z twardym d przyjmuja: J. Los 
(GP I, 205), Z. Stieber (PPJL, s. 107) oraz S. Urbariczyk (BZ, s. 111-112). 
Zmiane jedziny => jedyny mozna jednak ttumaczyé wyréwnaniem do form 
pokrewnych jak jeden, jedna, na co zwrécili uwage J. Rozwadowski i Z. 
Klemensiewicz (por. F. Stawski, SE, s. 552). Zatem pod wzgledem fonety- 
cznym nalezatoby obie postaci: jedziny i jedyny uzna¢ za rodzime. Mozliwe 
jest tylko oddziatywanie jezyka czeskiego jako arbitra. Za wplywem 
czeskim przemawiajqa gwary, gdzie jedyny jest obce. SGP podaje przyktady 
przewaznie z piosenek. Pierwotne jedziny podaje SGP tylko z Cieszyn- 
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skiego. Znana jest jednak na Podhalu pochodna pojedzinka “‘ptachta do 
noszenia trawy”’ (SGP). 

Poza tym znaczenie specjalne “unicus, unigenitus” — niestychanie wazne 
w religii chrzeScijanskiej — kaze zaliczy¢é jedyny do kregu terminologii 
chrzescijanskiej plynacej do nas z Czech. Wreszcie za moZliwoscia wptywu 
czeskiego przemawia jeszcze to, ze wyraz jedyny w staropolszczyznie by! 
rzadki (S. Urbaniczyk, BZ, s. 111-112), natomiast w jezyku staroczeskim 
jediny i pochodne — bardzo czeste (St. stcz. s. 611-613). 


kaidy 

W March. 1521 kdzdy, w ZA kdzdy (13 razy), kozdy (3 razy), w Pok. 
wsp. kdzdy (1 raz), w PoncU kaZzdy (8 razy), kozdy (20 razy). PoncRW 
tylko 6 razy zachowalt kozdy z pierwszego wydania, w pozostatych 
miejscach wprowadzono kdzdy. Przewaga kazdy w ZA wskazuje na 
oddziatywanie jezyka czeskiego. Wplywem czeskim nalezy tez ttumaczyé 
usuwanie formy kozdy w drugim wydaniu Poncjana. 

Trudno jednak przyja¢é twierdzenie J. Petra,** “ze polska literacka 
posta¢é kazdy pochodzi z jezyka czeskiego; ona to wyparia powoli 
rdzenngq polska (i lechicka) forme kozdy, utrzymana do dzi§ w gwarach”’. 
W tym wypadku trzeba byloby przyja¢ bardzo dawny wptyw czeski. 
Posta¢ kazdy wystepuje bowiem obok koZzdy w najdawniejszych zabytkach 
jezyka polskiego i to nie tylko o tresci religijnej — por. np. I cz. Kodeksu 
Swietostawa, gdzie kazdy - 70, kozdy — 1 (op. cit., s. 13-22). Poza tym 
fakt wystepowania zaimka kazdy w postaci z ka- w jezyku rosyjskim i to w 
gwarach (op. cit., s. 102-103) oraz w jezyku dolnotuzyckim (op. cit., 
s. 100) tez przemawia przeciwko przyjmowaniu pozyczki z jezyka 
czeskiego. Ttumaczenie wystepowania postaci z ka- w gwarach polskich 
tylko wplywem jezyka literackiego (op. cit., s. 68) tez nie wydaje sie uza- 
sadnione. Wydaje mi sie, ze nalezy przyjmowaé w jezyku polskim obie 
postaci: kazdy i kozdy za rodzime. Jedynie upowszechnienie sie postaci 
kazdy w polskim jezyku literackim mozna przypisywa¢ oddziatywaniu 
jezyka czeskiego jako arbitra. Nie mozna jej jednak uwazaé za pozyczke 
zjezyka czeskiego. Wplyw czeski odrzuca tez S. Urbaticzyk (JP 38 ; 52-56). 


kes. 

Kes spotykamy w Poncjanie w znaczeniu “kawalek”: a one w kesy 
zdrapano s. 147 - PoncRw M8v. Natomiast postaci czeskiej kus u Jana z 
Koszyczek nie znajdujemy. 


33° J. Petr, Zaimek kazdy w historii i dialektach jezyka polskiego (Wroclaw, 1957), 
s. 104, por. tez s. 79. 
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kolba 

W obu wydaniach Poncjana kilkakrotnie wystepuje ko/ba w znaczeniu 
“turnieju’’. Za czeskim pochodzeniem kolby opowiedziat sie A. Briickner 
(SE, s. 244-245) i S. Wierczynski.** Pod wzgledem fonetycznym i slowo- 
tworczym moznaby kolbe (por. kluc) uwazaé za rodzimg. Za pozyczka 
przemawia jej pdzne pojawienie si¢ w jezyku polskim. W materiatach St. 
stp. zaSwiadczona jest tylko raz z konica XV w. (PF, 4, s. 748). Inaczej w 
jezyku czeskim, gdzie kolba wystepuje juz od wieku XIV, a oprécz tego 
znany jest czasownik k/dti w znaczeniu brania udziatu w turnieju (St. stcz. 
s., 41,77). Poza tym za czeskim pochodzeniem przemawia przynaleznosé 
kolby do kregu terminédw “wojskowych”’, ktére przychodzity do nas z 
Czech. Por. A. Briickner, Cyw. i jez., s. 80, Walka . . ., s. 205, Dz. kult. 
pol., I, s. 504. 


kral, kralewski 

Postaci kral i kralewski znajdujemy tylko jednokrotnie w ZA: krdlewi 
F4v.,... zrodzdyu kralewskiego A2. Poza tym, nie wytaczajac ZA, u 
Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy tylko krol, krolewski, krolowa, krolewna, 
krolestwo. Postaé kral nie jest jednak catkowicie odosobniona w jezyku 
polskim. Spotykamy ja w Kronice M. Bielskiego: “Kral Ludwik nie- 
borak” 153 v., gdzie, jak przypuszcza J. Loret, zostat wprowadzony dla 
oddania kolorytu lokalnego (op. cit., s. 214). Poza tym, jak podaje Linde, 
w XVII i XVIII w. byty uzywane w jezyku polskim wyrazy kral i kralka w 
terminologii karcianej. SGP podaje w tym znaczeniu kralke z Krakow- 
skiego oraz z Litwy. Kralka dostata sie nawet od nas na Rus (A. Briickner, 
Dz. jez. pol., s. 123). 


krotochwila 

Wyraz ten znajdujemy tylko w ZA:... dla... krotofile E7v. Wedtug 
A. Briicknera (SE, s. 187), W. Taszyckiego (PF, 12, s. 65) i T. Lehra- 
Splawinskiego (P-Cz, s. 119) nalezy przyjmowa¢ poSsrednictwo staroczes. 
kratochvile, kt6ra jest kalka niem. Kurzweil. W jezyku polskim (ma- 
teriaty St. stp.) krotochwila pojawia sige w XV w., przy czym notowana 
jest dosyé czesto. Jednak czasownik krotochwili¢é poSwiadczony jest tylko 
raz, w Kodeksie Dziatyfskich, a innych formacji pochodnych brak 
zupeinie. Inaczej w jezyku staroczeskim, znajdujemy tam: kratochvile, 
kratochvilenie, kratochvilenstvie, kratochviliti, kratochvilnicé, kratochvilnik, 
kratochvilnost, kratochvilny (St. stez. s. 135-136). SGP podaje krotofije 
tylko z okolic Rabki, co oczywiscie dodatkowo Swiadczy za czeskim 


34S. Vrtel-Wierczynski, Polski i czeski Dialog Palinura z Charonem (Wroclaw, 1952), 
s. 7. 
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pochodzeniem tego wyrazu. Poza jezykiem polskim i czeskim odnajdu- 
jemy jeszcze ten wyraz w jezyku gornotuzyckim (krétkochwila — Jak., 
s. 152). 


ku - do 

Jan z Koszyczek uzywa zaréwo ku jak i do. Przyimek do jest znacznie 
czestszy, np. Ww PoncU na okoto 300 uzyé do mamy 55 uzyé ku. Ciekawa 
rzeczq jest fakt, ze w drugim wydaniu Poncjana nie ma ani jednego wypad- 
ku wprowadzenia ku zamiast do lub odwrotnie. W uzyciu do i ku widoczny 
jest pewien podzial, np. w obrebie okolicznika celu ku jest wylaczne, np. 
dalem syna ku wychowaniu, ku uczeniu, ku nauce (wielokrotnie), co k 
waszemu zdrowiu powiedam, to mistrzowie ku skazeniu s. 47. Obocznie do i 
ku uzywane jest w obrebie okolicznika miejsca i w obrebie dopetnienia, 
przy czym tez widoczne jest pewne zréznicowanie znaczeniowe, np. 
uzrzal weza lazqcego (Rw — lazacego) ku kolebce (““w kierunku bez 
osiagniecia kontaktu’’) s. 22, ale: Potym (rycerz) szed! do kolebki, a 
podniostszy jq nalazl dziecig zdrowe s. 24. Nie zawsze jednak miedzy do i ku 
widoczne jest zréznicowanie funkcyjne, zwlaszcza w obrebie dopeinienia. 
Tu do i ku czesto sa uzywane wymiennie, np. jq/ mowié ku krolowi s. 81, 
97, rzekl do dzieciecia s. 51, do mnie wolasz? s. 139 i t.d. Jednak w takich 
konstrukcjach, jak przywiodla ku Smierci s. 16, 88, przywodzila‘k temu 
grzechowi s. 114 i t.p. moZzliwe jest tylko ku, natomiast do nie bywa 
uzywane. 

Zagadnienie stosunku do i ku wymaga specjalnego opracowania, przy 
czym nie mozna poprzestaé na zestawieniach statystycznych bez szczegé- 
towego uwzglednienia ich funkcji,*5 jak to robi S. Rospond (PPJL, s. 162- 
163). Pisze tam m.in. “‘F elniejszy rejestr wariant6w ku — do, zaczerpniety z 
indeks6w IBL, przedstawia awans nowego, pozamatopolskiego do.” 
Twierdzenie, ze do jest pozamatopolskie nie wydaje mi si¢ stuszne (por. 
hasto do w St. stp.). Tak samo ku nie byto tylko matopolskie, lecz takze - i 
to przede wszystkim - mazowieckie, a nawet wielkopolskie, chociaz 
rzadko reprezentowane (por. S. Jodtowski, PF, 15, cz. 2, s. 232-240). 
Przy szczegdtowym opracowaniu stosunku przyimkéw do i ku trzeba 
jednoczesnie zestawié je z innymi przyimkami wystepujacymi w podob- 
nych funkcjach, zwlaszcza z przyimkiem na. Np. w Poncjanie mamy: dal 
syna ku wychowaniu i na wychowanie, przyjechal do patacu i na palac i t.d. 
Dopiero w oparciu o te szczegdtowe badania — wychodzace poza zakres 


85 Na rozgraniczenie uzyé przyimkéw do i ku we wspéiczesnej polszczyznie zwrécil 
juz uwage Z. Klemensiewicz, Sprawozdania z Czynnosci i Posiedzen Polskiej Akademii 
Umiejetnosci, 1938, s. 273-275. 
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tego artykutu - mozna bedzie da¢ odpowiedz, czy na pewne uzycia 
przyimka ku u Jana z Koszyczek oddziatywat wplyw czeski. Wyjatkowo 
tylko sama czestos¢ wystepowania ku moze Swiadczyé o wplywie jezyka 
czeskiego (oczywiscie tylko jako arbitra), jak to jest np. w wypadku BZ 
(S. Urbanczyk, BZ, s. 86). Mniejsze r6éznice w czestosci uzyé ku moga byé 
WwW pewnej mierze wynikiem réznego charakteru utwordéw. Ku taczy si¢ 
cezeSciej Z rzeczownikami abstrakcyjnymi (ze wzgledu na wystepowanie w 
obrebie okolicznika celu), a do raczej z rzeczownikami konkretnymi (ze 
wzgledu na wystepowanie w obrebie okolicznika miejsca). 


Iza 

Tylko raz, w ZA spotykamy nie Iza: (wiatr), ktory ono rostowdnie 
poderwal tak iz iuz nielza bylo iedno vmrze¢é G2. Za czechizmem przema- 
wiajq nie tylko wzgledy fonetyczne (3 = z), lecz takze rzadkie wyste- 
powanie /za i nie Iza w staropolszczyZnie oraz ich nieznajomos¢ w gwarach 
polskich poza Cieszynskiem. Por. S. Urbaficzyk BZ, s. 116. 
maizenstwo i pokrewne 

U Jana z Koszyczek tylko w ZA wystepuje ta rodzina wyrazowa. 
Mamy tam: malzenstwo, malzonek i malzonkowie. Natomiast w obu 
wydaniach Poncjana tylko mqz i zona. Fakt ten dodatkowo przemawia za 
przyjmowaniem wplywu czeskiego. Za czeskim posrednictwem w przeje- 
ciu tego wyrazu do jezyka polskiego opowiadat sie A. Briickner (Dz. 
kult. pol., I, s. 229), E. Klich (Pol. term. chrz., s. 116-117), T. Lehr- 
Splawinski (Jez. pol., s. 113) i inni. Bardzo szczegdtowe studium poswiecil 
tym wyrazom A. Semenowicz (As/Ph, 6, 26-30). Z artykutu tego dowiadu- 
jemy si¢, ze w jezyku polskim pierwotnie wystepuje tylko posta¢ malzen-, 
a dopiero ok. polowy XVI w. pojawiaja sie takze inne formy, czesciowo 
zgodne z nowszym czeskim maniZel-, czesciowo polegajace na polonizacji 
w wyniku etymologii ludowej, taczacej te wyrazy z mqz. Materiaty St. stp. 
potwierdzajg wywody A. Semenowicza. W. jezyku czeskim, jak podaje 
St. stez., s. 312-313, pierwotne bylo malzen(ka), jednak juz od naj- 
wezeSsniejszych zabytk6éw znane jest tez manzel(ka). Jak wynika z podanych 
przez Gebauera przyklad6éw, postaé malzen(ka) zywa byla jeszcze w XV 
W., a w gwarach (BartoS) utrzymaia si¢ jeszcze diuzej. 


mnozyé 

U Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy tylko czasownik mnozy¢, np w March. 
1525: sye mi bolesé mnozy A4, w ZA .. . dle sye mnozyld w przikdzaniu y 
w drodze Bozey B2v., w Poncjanie Dziecig to mnozylo sie w leciech i w 
madrosci s. 116 (PoncRw, K7). Zupeinie natomiast brak u Jana z Koszy- 
czek przykiadéw na mnogi, mnogo i mndstwo. Nawiazuje to do stanu 
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sprzed XVI w. (por. S. Urbaticzyk, BZ, s. 120-123). Swiadczytoby to 
jednak przeciwko przyjmowaniu wplywu czeskiego w wypadku czasow- 
nika mnozyé. W odniesieniu do wyraz6w mnogi, mnogo, mndstwo zdania 
sa podzielone. Za wptywem czeskim opowiedzial sie S. Urbaticzyk (BZ, 
s. 120-123), S. Rospond (DM, s. 108), przeciwko J. Otrebski (SO, 19, 
s. 453). A. Briickner przyjmowat wplyw czeski tylko w postaci mnoho 
(Cyw. i jez., s. 20; Dz. jez. pol., s. 82). 


nabozenstwo 

Wyraz ten jest powszechnie uzywany w jezyku staropolskim. Spoty- 
kamy go tez u Jana z Koszyczek. Za czeskim pochodzeniem opowiadat 
sie tylko A. Briickner. E. Klich w swojej pracy wyraz ten pomija. 


nieco... 

U Jana z Koszyczek nieokreslone formy zaimkowe i przyst6wkowe 
tworzone sa za pomoca przedrostka nie-: nieco “cos”, niegdy “kiedys, 
dawniej”, niejaki “jakis”, niejako “jakos, troche”, niekiedy “nieraz, 
niegdys”’, niektory ““pewien”. Poniewaz w jezyku czeskim obecnie ten typ 
zaimkéw i przyst6wk6éw nieokreslonych jest zupetnie powszechny, a w 
jezyku polskim wyjatkowy, moze si¢ nasuwa¢é moZzliwos¢ wplywu czeskie- 
go. Jednak w jezyku staropolskim, jak to wynika z materiatéw St. stp., 
formy nieco, niegdy ... byty zupeinie powszechne. Natomiast typ ktos, 
cos jest dawnym nowotworem polskim. 


niestety “biada” 

Kilkakrotnie w obu wydaniach Poncjana mamy niestotys, raz niesthetys. 
Jak wykazat A. Briickner (Cyw. i jez., s. 91 iinne prace), jest to pozyczka 
czeskiego nastojte, ktére pierwotnie bylto okrzykiem przy tropieniu 
zbrodniarza — nastojte “przesladujcie, goricie”’. 


obiedwaé 

Wyraz ten spotykamy u Jana z Koszyczek w Poncjanie: w PoncU 
obiedwac wystepuje 4 razy, a 3 razy mamy obiadowa¢, w PoncRw dwukrot- 
nie obiadowaé zastapiono przez obiedwadé, zatem obiadowaé wystepuje tu 
tylko raz. U Lindego obiedwaé poSwiadczone jest przede wszystkim z 
dziet o treSci religijnej z XVI i XVII w. (Seklucjan, Leopolita, Biblia 
Radziwiltowska, Budny, Skarga, Birkowski). S. Rospond (SJP, s. 239-40) 
podaje ponadto obiedwac z Nowego Testamentu tzw. Ossolifskiego, z 
Ewangeliarza J. Sandeckiego z poczatku XVI w. oraz z Ezopa Biernata z 
Lublina (Clv.). SGP podaje wprawdzie obiadac i obiadowaé, sa one jednak 
rzadko reprezentowane. W kartotece St. stp. znajdujemy obiadwaé z Glos 
Wroclawskich (72v.) z pot. XV w., z BZ, Reg. 13, 7, z Reguty trzeciego 
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zakonu §w. Franciszka z r. 1484 (PF 4, s. 711) oraz sposréd glos do 
tacinsko-niemieckiego stownika z ca 1500 r, poza tym takze obiedwaé ze 
wspomnianej Reguly trzeciego zakonu $w. Franciszka, z drobnych 
zabytkéw XV w. wydanych przez A. Briicknera w Rozprawach Wydzialu 
Filologicznego Akademii Umiejetnosci (XXV, 146) oraz z RozmySlania 
przemyskiego. 

Fakt wystepowania tego wyiazu przede wszystkim w zabytkach o 
tresci religijnej oraz zupelny prawie brak w gwarach kaze przypuszcza¢, 
ze mamy do czynienia z pozyczka czeskiego obédvati. Bylaby to pozyczka 
wyrazowa spolonizowana w pewnych zabytkach pod wzgledem fonetycz- 
nym. A. Briickner jednak odrzuca tu wplyw czeski (As/Ph, 23, s. 237). 


oblicze 

Oblicze “‘twarz”’ i pochodne oblicznie “‘osobiscie”’ i oblicznosé “oblicze, 
obecnosé” sa u Jana z Koszyczek zupelnie powszechne. Podobnie w 
materialach St. stp. Nie wydaje mi sie wiec stuszne ostrozne przypuszczenie 
§. Urbaticzyka, ze oblicze mogtoby byé czechizmem ze wzgledu na jego 
wybitnie ksigzkowy charakter i brak w gwarach (BZ, s. 131). Przeciwko 
przyjmowaniu wptywu czeskiego wystapil J. Otrebski (SO, 19, s. 454), 
wskazujac na starost. oblictje i stowen. oblicje. Oczywiscie czechizmami 
sa postaci obliczaj i obliczej wystepujace w Psatterzu Florianskim, na co 
zwrécit uwage juz Nehring (As/Ph, 2, s. 434). Postaci te jednak u Jana z 
Koszyczek nie wystepuja. 


ofiara 

U Jana z Koszyczek wyrazy ofiara, ofiarowa¢, ofiarowanie wystepuja 
tylko w postaci przegtosowej. Jest to pozyczka wyrazowa — spolonizowana 
fonetycznie. 


okrutny 

Wyraz okrutny wystepuje w Pok. wsp. .. . meke okrutng podiqles .. . 
oraz w Poncjanie. . . na okrutnq Smieré . . .s. 19 (PoncRw, C5). F. Stawski 
zalicza ten wyraz do grupy wyrazéw z pierwotnym 9g, odrzuca jednak 
wplyw czeski (SO, 18, s. 276-7). Inaczej: Berneker, EWb, I, 627-8, 
J. Rozwadowski,®* W. Taszycki, PF, 12, s. 63, i T. Lehr-Splawinski 
(Jez. pol., s. 273). 
opuchly 


Wyraz ten spotykamy tylko w Poncjanie (PoncU, s. 78, PoncRw, 
G8v.) F. Stawski zalicza przymiotnik opuchly do grupy wyrazéw z pier- 


36 J. Rozwadowski, “Historyczna fonetyka czyli glosownia’”” w Gramatyce jezyka 
polskiego (Krakéw, 1923), s. 136. 
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wotnym u, natomiast noséwka w pecherzu i pachad “zweszyé, zwietrzyé” 
— laczacych sie etymologicznie z opuchlym — bylaby wtdérna (SO, 18, 
s. 266-7). 


podle, podlug 

U Jana z Koszyczek widoczne jest wyrazne rozgraniczenie: podle w 
znaczeniu konkretnym “‘obok, koto”’, podiug w znaczeniu abstrakcyjnym. 
Nie ma wiec mowy o wplywie czeskim. Por. S. Urbarficzyk, BZ, s. 142. 
Wyjatkowo natomiast spotykamy wedle i wedlug: w ZA ... zdsluzyl 
widzyeé Mdriq stoiqczq wedle syebie G3, w PoncRw ... y posddZil go wedle 
siebie B4v — w PoncU bylo w tym miejscu jednak podle, wreszcie w Pok. 
wsp. mamy wedlug zakonu i wedlug przykazdnia. 


pokuta 

Wyraz ten wystepuje powszechnie w staropolszczyznie, spotykamy go 
tez u Jana z Koszyczek. Za czechizm uwaza sie pokute juz od Nehringa 
(AsIPh, 1, s. 62). E. Klich jednak pokute w swojej pracy pomija. 


poradny 

W ZA spotykamy takie uzycie wyrazu poradny, kt6re moze wskazywa¢é 
na znieksztaicenie czeskiego pofddny: ... potym zyw byl syedmdzyesyat 
lat maz dobry y porddny y zywotd dobrego . . . G3. Moizliwe jednak jest 
takze rozumienie poradny jako “radzi¢ umiejacy”. W tym znaczeniu 
poradny poswiadczony jest u Lindego. 


poruczyé 

U Jana z Koszyczek poruczyé wystepuje tylko raz w PoncRw: Jako 
Cesarz synd swego Siedmi Medrcom poruczyl A3. W wydaniu pierwszym 
odpowiedni wiersz zostat opuszczony. Za przyjmowaniem wplywu 
czeskiego przemawia nie tylko strona fonetyczna wyrazu poruczyé zamiast 
poreczyé. W kartotece St. stp. poruczyé znajdujemy tylko raz z dodatku do 
Kazan gnieznienskich. Ponadto ttumacze BZ unikaja czeskiego poruczyé 
zastepujac je przez poleci¢ (S. Urbanticzyk, BZ, s. 144). 


pospolu 

Pospolu u Jana z Koszyczek jest powszechne, natomiast zupetnie brak 
spolu. Poza tym spotykamy spolem oraz wyjatkowo w ZA w spolek:... 
gdy w spolek trzi dni. . . bylij A3. 8. Urbaticzyk wysunat ostrozne przypusz- 
czenie, ze spolu mozna uwazaé za czechizm, ktdry sie przyjat w jezyku 
literackim wzmocniwszy sie jeszcze przedrostkiem (BZ, s. 149-150). 
Przylacza sie do tego takze S. Rospond (SJP, s. 222-223). 

Przeciwko przyjmowaniu wplywu czeskiego Swiadczy znajomosé spolu 
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i pospolu w wielu jezykach stowianskich. Np. w gérnoluzyckim mamy 
spolu (Jak, s. 341), w dolnotuzyckim spdlu, pdspol i péspolu (Muka, s. 150, 
496), w rosyjskim pospol (Dal’, III, 340). Nalezy tu takze rosyjskie spolu 
ze swoim pierwotnym znaczeniem s polu = “po potowie, w potowie” 
(por. Mach. s. 467). Trudno przypuszcza¢, zeby wsréd Stowian pdinoc- 
nych jedynie Polacy nie znali spolu. Staba pozycja spolu w staropolsz- 
ezyznie moze jedynie Swiadczyé o tym, ze postaé ta wezesnie zostala 
wyparta przez wzmocnione przyrostkiem pospolu. Nie mozna zatem spolu 
uwaza¢ za pozyczke z jezyka czeskiego. Jedynie utrzymywanie sie spolu w 
pewnych zabytkach zamiast nowszego pospolu mozna byloby przypisywa¢ 
oddziatywaniu jezyka czeskiego. Pism Jana z Koszyczek to oczywiscie nie 
dotyczy, poniewaz spolu u niego nie jest znane. 


powiedac 

Powieda¢ i pochodne u Jana z Koszyczek wystepuje zar6wno w postaci 
z przegtosem jak i bez przegtosu. W March. 1521 tylko powieda¢ — 6 razy, 
w March. 1525 powieda¢ D3 i powiddaé D3, w ZA powiedaé — 1 raz. 
powidddé — 13 razy, powiedanie - | raz, spowieda¢ sie - 1 raz, w PoncU 
prawie wylaczne sq postaci bez przegtosu — mniej wiecej w stosunku 4:1, 
natomiast w PoncRw, odwrotnie, wyjatkowe sa formy bezprzeglosowe, 
mniej wiecej w stosunku 1:10. 

Materiat powyzszy przemawia przeciwko przyjmowaniu wplywu 
ezeskiego na pojawianie sie form bez przeglosu w utworach Jana z 
Koszyczek. Mianowicie w ZA - utworze wykazujacym najwieksze 
nasilenie czechizméw — formy bez przegtosu sq zupetnie rzadkie. Wyjas- 
nienie tego faktu nalezy odlozyé do zebrania bogatszego materiatu. Nie 
przekonywa twierdzenie S. Rosponda, ze form typu powiedaé nie nalezy 
thumaczyé wptywem czeskim, poniewaz czechizator Malecki uzywa 
powiada¢, a Murzynowski powiedadc. Nie wydaje sie stuszne takze twier- 
dzenie S. Rosponda, ze powiedaé szerzyto sie pod wptywem wielkopolskim 
(PPJL, s. 150-151). Dzisiejsze fakty gwarowe temu przecza, a fakty staro- 
polskie nie sq jeszcze dostatecznie opracowane. 


praca, pracowaé 

Wyrazy praca i pracowaé w XVI w. sq juz zupeinie powszechne w 
jezyku polskim, u Jana z Koszyczek tez sa wielokrotnie poSwiadczone. 
Na modZliwosé wplywu czeskiego zwrécit mi uwage prof. Z. Stieber ze 
wzgledu na wystepowanie w jezykach tuzyckich postaci z grupa trot. 
Mianowicie w jezyku dolnoluzyckim znana jest proca “m. in. trud, 
zmartwienie”, procowane, procowas, u Jakubicy i Chojnanusa ponadto 
procny “mozolny, zmudny” (Muka, s. 184-5), w jezyku gornotuzyckim 
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znajdujemy tez wyrazy préca, précniwos¢, précowanje i précowaé (Jak. 
s. 259). 

Za czeskim pochodzeniem wyraz6éw praca i pracowaé w jezyku polskim 
przemawia ponadto ich pézne poswiadczenie. W kartotece St. stp. 
pierwsze zapisy wyrazoOw praca i pracowaé pochodza dopiero z drugiej 
potowy XVw. Podawanej przez A. Briicknera — jako odosobnionej w 
XV w. — postaci proca w znaczeniu “labor” w materialach St. stp. nie 
znajdujemy, sq natomiast przyklady na procowac. Podey my obchod 
proczvyqczy zr. 1448, proczvyqczy zr. 1462, proczvyczesze z pot. XV w. 
oraz ... boscha proczowala z XV w. Jest rzecza bardzo moZliwa, ze 
w wypadku postaci procowadé nie mamy do czynienia z reliktem polskim 
wypartym pdézniej przez fonetycznie czeskie pracowad, lecz — jak mi 
zwroécit uwage prof. B. Havranek - fonetycznqa polonizacjq czeskiego 
pracovati. Za tym drugim przypuszczeniem przemawia dodatkowo fakt 
wystepowania tej postaci wiaSnie w tekstach o tresci religijnej. 

Powstaje jeszcze pytanie, jakich wyrazéw polskich uzywano przed 
przejeciem czeskich praca i pracowaé. Odpowiedz daje kartoteka St. stp. 
Wyrazami tymi byly robota i robi¢. Sa one w przeciwiehstwie do wyraz6w 
praca i pracowaé bardzo czesto notowane. Przejecie wyrazu praca byto 
ulatwione wieloznacznoscia wyrazu robota w jezyku stropolskim m.in. 
“praca, wynik pracy — dzielo, praca najemna — pafiszczyzna, hodowla, 
uprawa” itp.37 SGP tez wyraznie wskazuje na przewage wyrazow robota i 
robié nad wyrazami praca i pracowacé w gwarach polskich. W jezyku 
potocznym jeszcze teraz czeSciej sie uzywa wyrazu robota niz praca. 


prze(naczystszy) 
U Jana z Koszyczek przymiotniki zlozone utworzone przedrostkiem 


prze- znajdujemy tylko w Pok. wsp. Znajdujemy tam formy przenaczystssey 
i przenaczystssq. Warto dodaé, ze w ZPJK, do ktérego Pok. wsp. stanowi 
przedmowe, przymiotniki tego typu sq takze spotykane. Na czeskie 
zrédio tych przymiotnikéw zlozonych zwrdécit uwage S. Urbaficzyk 
(JP XXV, 78-82). 


przez “ponad” 

W Poncjanie znajdujemy jedno uzycie przez, gdzie wystepuje ono chyba 
Ww znaczeniu “ponad, okolo”: odjedZ odemnie przez dwadziescia mil 
(PoncU s. 140 —- PoncRw, M4v.) Przypomina to powszechne w jezyku 
czeskim wystepowanie p/es w znaczeniu “ponad”. W magazynie St. stp. 
wsréd kilkuset przykladéw na przez tylko kilka ma znaczenie “‘supra’’. 


37 E. Ostrowska, “Z zagubionych wyrazéw. 2. Robota”, JP, XXXV, s. 271-289. 
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U Lindego spotykamy przez w znaczeniu “okolo”’ z pism Piotra Zbylitow- 
skiego, Syreniusza, Stryjkowskiego i Bielskiego. Rzadkie wystepowanie 
przez w tym znaczeniu w jezyku staropolskim oraz zupeiny brak w 
gwarach polskich przemawia za mozliwosciqa wplywu czeskiego. 


przywlaszczaé 

Przywlaszczaé u Jana z Koszyczek znajdujemy w Poncjanie (PoncU, 
s. 33, 34, 54 i 115 — w drugim wydaniu tak samo, D5v. - 2 razy, F2v., 
K6v.). Poniewaz w magazynie St. stp. znajdujemy tylko przywlaszcza¢, a 
zupeinie brak przywloszcza¢, nalezatoby przyja¢ pozyczke wyrazowa z 
jezyka czeskiego, a nie tylko fonetyczna czechizacje. Podawana przez 
S. Rosponda postaé przywloszczony “adoptivus filius’” ze stownika 
tacifisko-polskiego Bartlomieja z Bydgoszczy (SJP, s. 221) mozna bytoby 
thumaczyé przygodng polonizacjg majqcqa oparcie w istnieniu wyrazOw 
wilosny, wlosnosé i t.d. w jezyku staropolskim. Posta¢é przywlaszczaé 
mozna jednak takze uwaza¢ za iterativum do przywloszczaé. 


pustelnik 

U Jana z Koszyczek wyraz ten po$wiadczony jest w ZA: byl pustelnikiem 
ES, pustelnik E7. W magazynie St. stp. odnajdujemy tylko dwa zapisy: 
pvstelnyk z tacitsko-niemieckiego stownika z konica XV w. oraz pustenyk 
zr. 1446. Jednoczesnie zupeinie brak pochodnych. W stowniku Lindego 
znajdujemy pustelnika, pustelniczke oraz przymiotnik pustelniczy, pos- 
wiadczone zaledwie kilkoma przyktadami. J. Los (GP II, 68) ttumaczy 
formacje pustelnik jako derywat od pustelnia. Pustelni jednak nie notuje 
slownik Lindego i nie wiadomo, czy jest to tylko przypadkowe. A. 
Briickner podaje przymiotnik pustelny “leSny” z r. 1595 (SE, 448) - 
ciekawe, czy jest poSwiadczony wezeSniej. 

Uderzajaca jest zgodnosé stowotwé1cza polskiego pustelnika i czeskiego 
poustevnika. Inaczej w innych jezykach stowianskich: w ros. pustynnik 
(Dal’, s. 542), w bulgarskim pustynnik (stownik akademicki N. Gerova, 
IV, s. 398-9), w serbochorwackim pustinak, rzadziej pustenik, dawniej 
takze pustinik (Stownik akademicki Daniticia, Budmaniego, Mareticia, 
12, s. 701-705), w gérnotuz. pustnik i puscinar (Jak. s. 291), w dolnotuz. 
pus¢inar, pustkar, pustnik i pustnikaf (Muka, 277-278). 

W Swietle tych faktéw nie wydaje sie pozbawione stusznosci twierdzenie 
A. Frinty, ze polski pustelnik powstat w wyniku niedokladnego przejecia 
czeskiego poustevnika.** Jest to tym bardziej mozliwe, ze wyraz ten nalezy 
do kregu terminologii koScielnej, kt6ra do nas przyszla z Czech. Oczy- 


38 A. Frinta, “Foneticka povaha a historicky vyvoj souhlasky ‘v’ ve slovanStiné”’, 
Rozpr. Ces. akad. véd a uméni, Tiida 3, Sislo 42, s. 47. 
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wiscie dopiero szczegdtowe przesledzenie historii wyrazéw pustelnik, 
pustelnia i pustelny w jezyku polskim oraz historii wyrazu poustevnik i 
pokrewnych w jezyku czeskim wykaze, czy przypuszczenie to jest stuszne. 


rzedzi¢é 

W ZA znajdujemy niezrozumiate uzycie formy rzied?, ktére thumaczy 
si¢ dopiero po zestawieniu z czeskim /iditi, staroczes. Fiediti ‘“kierowac’’. 
Mianowicie w ZA czytamy: ty mie rziedZ ty drogij moie D4. Ze wzgledu na 
czeste opuszczanie znaku nosowosci w ZA istnieje takze mozliwosé 
odezytywania rziedz jako rzedz — od rzqdzicé. 


rzesza 

U Jana z Koszyczek rzesza po$wiadezona jest w ZA: widfydld wielki 
zastep rzeszey niebieskiey E3v. W magazynie St. stp. rzesza jest poSwiad- 
czona dosyé czesto — z zabytkéw o treéci religijnej. Fakt ten przemawia za 
przypuszczeniem A. Briicknera, ze rzesza dostala sie do jezyka polskiego 
za posrednictwem czeskiego “ise (Dz. jez. pol. s. 63; SE, 476). 


serce, serdeczny 

U Jana z Koszyczek wyrazy serce, serdeczny wystepuja zawsze w 
postaci ze spdigloska twardq. Zastapienie § pizez s pojawia sie tu w 
XV w.,®® ustala sie jednak w jezyku wyksztalconych Polakéw dopiero w 
XVI w., mniej wiecej okoto r. 1540. Do lat czterdziestych XVI w. nalezy 
przyjmowaé jeszcze dwie postaci. Przewaza oczywiSscie postaé z twardym 
s, spotyka si¢ jednak jeszcze wiele odosobnionych uzyé postaci sierce. 
W. Taszycki we wspomnianym artykule wskazuje na wystepowanie 
postaci sierce w Kazaniach Paterka z poczatku XVI w., w rekopismien- 
nym Zoltarzu Walentego Wrdbla z r. 1528, w Modlitewniku Konstancji 
zr. 1527, w tfacifisko-polskim stowniku Barttomieja z Bydgoszczy z r. 
1532, w stowniku Jana Murmeliusa z 1. 1526, w Powiesci o papiezu 
Urbanie z r. 1514, w Zywocie Sw. Eufraksji z r. 1524, w gramatyce 
tacinskiej Jana Hontera z r. 1532, w Sadzie Parysa z r. 1542. Moge tu 
jeszcze dorzucié jednokrotne uzycie formy sierce w ZPJK w wydaniu 
H. Wietora z r. 1522 (k. 101 r.). Ponadto A. Briickner podaje, ze w 
Historiach Rzymskich z r. 1540-1543 stale wystepuje sierce, sierdeczny.™ 

Powyzsze przyktady Swiadcza, ze na poczatku XVI w. jeszcze obie 


39 Z. Klemensiewicz, T. Lehr-Sptawinski, S. Urbaficzyk, Gramatyka historyczna 
jJezyka polskiego (Warszawa, 1955), s. 140. 

40 W. Taszycki, ““Dwa wyrazy staropolskie — mdlwi¢ i sierce’’, Por. Jez., 1954, z. 7, 
s. 13-23. 

41 A. Briickner, ““«Poncjan» z r. 1540 i «Historie Rzymskie» z r. 1543”, Ruch 
Literacki, t. 1 (1926), s. 297. 
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postaci byty w uzyciu. Czestszemu pojawianiu si¢ postaci sierce, zwlaszcza 
w drukach, przeciwdzialato uznawanie formy serce za poprawniejsz@. 
Mozna takze méwié o wytworzeniu sie pewnej normy ortograficznej, co 
doprowadzito np. do odosobnionego zapisu miloserni w ZPJK w wydaniu 
H. Wietora z r. 1522 (k. 25 v.). Normalnie bowiem wyrazy milosierny i 
milosierdzie zachowuja miekkosé §. 

W jezyku ludowym postaé sierce zachowala si¢ znacznie dtuzej. Jako 
relikt, jak to wykazat W. Taszycki, dochowala si¢ w gwarach polskich az 
do naszych czaséw. 


skromny 

Wyraz skromny poswiadczony jest u Jana z Koszyczek raz w ZA w 
znaczeniu dzisiejszym “skromny’’. S. Urbaticzyk ze wzgledu na brak 
znaczenia konkretnego w jezyku polskim uwaza przymiotnik skromny za 
pozyczke z czeskiego (skrovny “niewielki i skromny”). Jezyk polski, 
przejmujac czeskie skrovny, zmienit jego forme i te forme narzucit potem 
jezykowi czeskiemu i innym jezykom stowianskim (JP, XXVI, s. 5,73). 
Inaczej F. Stawski, kt6éry widzi w skromnym dziedzictwo prastowianskie 
(JP, XXVI, s. 71). 


smutek i pochodne 

Smutek i pochodne u Jana z Koszyczek wystepuja zar6wno w postaci z 
noséwka jak i z samogtoska u. W March. 1538 smutny D3r.; w ZA: 
smucié sie (5 razy), zasmucié sie (2 razy), smutek (5 razy), smutnie (1 raz), 
smutny (7 razy) oraz smecié sie (2 razy), smetek (7 razy), smetny (3 razy); 
w PoncU postaé z noséwka wystepuje tylko raz: smetni Bv, poza tym 
mamy tylko formy z samogtoska u, mianowicie: smuci¢ sie (7 razy), 
zasmucic sie (5 razy), smutek (3 razy) i smutny (5 razy). W drugim wydaniu 
Poncjana (PoncRw) smucié sie wystepuje tylko 2 razy, w pozostatych 
5 wypadkach wprowadzono smeci¢ sie, wszedzie natomiast zachowano 
zasmucié sie; smutek w dwéch miejscach zastapiono przez smetek 
(trzeciego odpowiednika brak, poniewaz egzemplarz PoncRw nie jest 
kompletny), smutny zachowano tylko raz, w pozostatych wypadkach 
wprowadzono smetny. 

Postaci smutek, jak wykazat F. Slawski (SO, 18, s. 278), nie mozna 
thumaczyé wplywem czeskim ze wzgledu na liczne poswiadczenie w 
zabytkach staropolskich i wystepowanie w gwarach. Takze posta¢ 
smetek jest bogato poSwiadczona w staropolszczyznie, a np.w Psalterzu 
Floriafiskim jest wylaczna (Z. Stieber, PPJL, s. 106). Pozostaje zatem 


42 W. Taszycki, “‘O dialektycznej formie sierce «serce»”, Por. Jez., 1956, z. 1, s. 27-30. 
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przyjmowanie oddziatywania jezyka czeskiego jako arbitra. Oddziatywa- 
nie to u Jana z Koszyczek nie jest wyraznie widoczne. W ZA - zabytku 
wykazujacym najwiecej wplywéw czeskich - formy z samogtoka u 
wyraznie nie przewazajg. Moze do pierwszego wydania Poncjana 
wprowadzono prawie wylacznie formy z samogtoska u pod wplywem 
czeskim. 


sprawiedliwy 

Wyraz sprawiedliwy jest powszechny w jezyku staropolskim, spotykamy 
go tez u Jana z Koszyczek, np. w ZA D3. Za czeskim pochodzeniem 
opowiedziat si¢ A. Briickner, motywujac to tym, ze im wiecej wyraz 
oderwany i skomplikowany, wspdlny jezykowi polskiemu i czeskiemu, 
tym wieksza pewnosé, ze zadowolono si¢ przeniesieniem gotowego 
terminu czeskiego (Cyw. i jez., s. 89; Walka..., s. 213). 


stroza 

W pismach Jana z Koszyczek wyraz ten wystepuje jeszcze tylko w 
polskiej postaci fonetycznej: w ZA ku strozy Er., strozqa G3v., w PoncU i 
PoncRw tak samo wielokrotnie tylko w postaci stroza. Postaé ta, jak 
podaje Linde, utrzymuje sie w jezyku polskim jeszcze w XVIII w. Postaé 
straz, straza notowana jest wprawdzie juz w XV w. (materialy St. stp.), 
jednak jeszcze na poczatku XVI w. panuje zapewne stroza. Wylaczna jest 
u Biernata z Lublina; w Ezopie stroza P2v (2 razy), 04v, w Dialogu 
Palinura z Charonem pod strozq w. 383, w ZPJK w wydaniu H. Wietora 
jedyny przyklad ma zachowanq grupe trot: Macieli strozq k. 111 r. 
Dalsze ekscerpcje wykaza, czy rzeczywiSscie jeszcze przed Rejem straz i 
straza staty sie powszechne w jezyku polskim (por. W. Taszycki, PF, 
12, s. 64). 


sumienie 

Wyraz ten spotykamy u Jana z Koszyczek tylko w Poncjanie: w PoncU 
W postaci samnienie s. 73, a w PoncRw w postaci sumnienie GS v. A. 
Briickner stusznie wielokrotnie podkreslat w swoich pracach (np. Dz. jez. 
pol., s. 20), ze przyjmowanie wplywu czeskiego w wypadku zastapienia 
formy sqmnienie przez sumienie jest zupetnie nieuzasadnione. (Nie podaje 
jednak, kto to twierdzenie wysunat.) Bezpodstawnosé przyjmowania 
wplywu czeskiego polega na tym, ze w sumieniu u jest pierwotne, jak to 
wykazat F. Stawski (SO 18, s. 270-271), oraz na tym, ze w jezyku czeskim 
sumienie wiaSciwie nie jest znane. Jungmann sauménj, saumnénj podaje 
tylko ze stowackiego (Pjsné swétské lidu slowenského — 1823). Normalnie 
jednak w jezyku stowackim uzywane jest svedomie. 





a. s&bwnr & Ss 


fi ke —_—_— ht oh 





NBS 


0 = 


— 


IC 


), 
st 


CZECHIZMY W JEZYKU JANA Z KOSZYCZEK 169 


szczescie 

W ZA szczescie i pochodne zawsze wystepuja bez noséwki. Mianowicie 
mamy tam: szczescie (4 razy), nieszczescie (1 raz), szczeSliwy (3 razy), 
nieszczeSliwie (1 raz), nieszczesny (1 raz). Wydaje mi sie, ze nalezy 
thumaczyé to wptywem czeskim, poniewaz w innych wyrazach opuszczanie 
znaku na nosowoéé w ZA nie jest tak powszechne. Poza ZA notowalem 
szczesno i szczesliwie w Poncjanie, zawsze z nosowoscia. 


Slachetny 

U Jana z Koszyczek wyraz ten jest zupetnie powszechny, np. w ZA 
A2v, E5. Za czeskim pochodzeniem szlachty — podstawy stowotwérczej 
przymiotnika szlachetny — wypowiedziat si¢ A. Briickner (Dz. jez. pol., 
s. 63; Dz. kult. pol., I, s. 312, 325). Jednak w SE, s. 550, nie wspomina o 
posrednictwie czeskim wywodzac wyraz szlachta bezposrednio z niem. 
slahta (dzis Geschlecht). Za posrednictwem czeskim opowiedziat si¢ takze 
T. Lehr-Sptawinski (P—Cz, s. 64—65 i 117). 


Smiertelny 

U Jana z Koszyczek wyraz Smiertelny wystepuje dwukrotnie: smiertelni 
w ZA, E6 oraz na Smiertelnej poscieli . . .w PoncU, s. 129 (PoncRw, Lé6v.). 
W wypadku przymiotnik6éw z sufiksem -te/ny nalezy wiaSciwie méwi¢ o 
pozyczkach stownikowych, a nie czechizacji fonetycznej, poniewaz form 
ze spdigioska miekka przed e w tym sufiksie w jezyku polskim nie ma. 
Twardosé ¢ jest tu jedynie fonetycznym znamieniem obcosci tego wyrazu 
w jezyku polskim. Przymiotnik Smiertelny ustalit sie w jezyku polskim 
zamiast dawniejszego Smiertny. Por. A. Briickner, Cyw. i jez., s. 89; 
Dz. jez. pol., s. 82; Wptywy . . . ,s. 121-2. Jak wynika z materiatéw SI. stp. 
wyraz Smiertelny pojawia sie od XV w. Jednak przez caty wiek XV uzy- 
wany jest jeszcze dawniejszy Smiertny. 


Swiebodnosé 

Swiebodnosé znajdujemy tylko w przedmowie H. Wietora do March. z 
r. 1525. WlaSsciwie wiec tu nie nalezy. Swiebodnosé bytaby kontrezechiz- 
mem wobec swobody, ktéra wedtug S. Urbaniczyka do jezyka polskiego 
dostata sie pod wplywem czeskim (BZ, s. 152). 


tajemny i pochodne 

U Jana z Koszyczek znane sq tylko formy pochodne od tajem-: 
tajemny, tajemnie, potajemnie, tajemnos¢, tajemnica, brak natomiast 
catkowicie form od tajn-. S. Urbaticzyk (BZ, s. 155-156) tajny i pochodne 
ze wzgledu na rzadkos¢ ich wystepowania, i ze wzgledu na unikanie w 
thumaczeniach, uwaza za pozyczke z jezyka czeskiego. Za pozyczka 
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opowiada sie takze S. Rospond (SJP, s. 297). Ogdlnostowianskosé postaci 
tajn- (J. Otrebski, SO, 19, s. 455-6) przemawia przeciwko przyjmowaniu 
wplywu czeskiego. Nie jest jednak wykluczone, ze dawna ogdlnosto- 
wianska posta¢é tajn- dosyé wezeSnie stala sie przezytkiem w jezyku 
polskim pod wplywem polsko-czeskiej innowacji tajemny. W magazynie 
St. stp. tajny i pochodne sq zupeinie rzadkie, nie ma ich u Jana z Koszy- 
czek, Paterka, B. Opecia, Biernata z Lublina (wyjatkowo raz w Ezopie 
tajny). Nie jest wiec wykluczone oddziatywanie jezyka czeskiego na 
ponowne utrwalenie si¢ tajnego i pochodnych w jezyku polskim. Odpo- 
wiedzZ moze daé stwierdzenie, w jakich zabytkach zaczyna sie czeéciej 
pojawiaé tajny. 


takowy 

U Jana z Koszyczek mamy tylko kilka wypadkéw uzycia formy takowy 
w Poncjanie. Poza tym zachodza réznice miedzy PoncU i PoncRW, 
mianowicie: na takowe szalenstwo w PoncU s. 73 — nd tdkie szalenstwo 
PoncRw, G5; nie przydala mi sie takowa przygoda PoncuU s. 124 — nie 
przyddld mi sie taka przygoda PoncRW, L4 i odwrotnie: gdzie rady mam 
szukaé na taka szkodge PoncU, s. 106-. . . nd takowq szkode PoncRw, Kv. 
Za moZliwoscia wplywu czeskiego ostroznie wypowiada sie S. Urbaficzyk, 
BZ, s. 156. Przylacza sie do tego sadu takze S. Rospond, SJP, s. 190-191. 


wesele i pochodne 

U Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy tylko formy z twardym vi s, mianowi- 
cie:' wesele, weseli¢ sie, wesoly. Zastapienie § przez s pojawia si¢, podobnie 
jak w sercu, w XV w. Prawdopodobnie jednoczesnie dochodzi do stward- 
nienia v. Jeszcze w XVI w. znana jest jednak postaé wiesiele. Np. w 
Kazaniach Paterka znajdujemy wiesiele k. 42 v., 51 v., 86 r., 86 v. (2 razy), 
113 v., 115 r. (3 razy), 124 v., wiesiolo k. 20 r., wiesioly k. 114 v., 122, 
uyesyelszego k. 123 r., wiesielié sig k. 56 v., 86 v., 99 v. i 124 r. Nie sa to 
zapewne przyklady odosobnione w XVI w., skoro w stowniku Lindego 
znajdujemy jeszcze z Reja forme wiesiolkowie (Wizerunek). Dalsze 
ekscerpcje pozwolg okresli¢ date ustalenia sie w jezyku wyksztatconych 
Polakéw form z twardym vi s. 

Za posrednictwem koéciola zaczely sie przedostawaé postaci wesele, 
weseli¢ sig . . . takze do gwar, gdzie obecnie juz dominuja. Jednak formy 
z miekkimi spéigtoskami zachowaly si¢ tu znacznie diuzej. Jeszcze w SGP 
formy te nie naleza do rzadkoésci. Sporzadzona przeze mnie prowizoryczna 
mapka na podstawie material6w z SGP wykazuje, ze formy z jednoczesna 
miekkoéscia ¥ i § uktadaja sie na Slasku, zwlaszcza Cieszynskim, oraz w 
Beskidach. Wystepuja tu formy wiesioly, wiesielnicy, wiesiele, wiesielecko. 
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Podobne formy znajdujemy takze na Kaszubach (z Poblockiego), gdzie 
stwardnienie § ma oczywiscie inne przyczyny. Z Kaszub podaje SGP 
wiesele, wieselic se i wiesolo. Na pozostatym terenie Polski wystepuja 
formy z twardym v, lecz z miekkim §: wesiele, wesielisko, wesielny, 
wesioly (na Mazowszu nieraz z wt6rna nosowoscia e w pierwszej sylabie). 

Obecnie niewatpliwie formy z miekkimi spdéigloskami ulegly jeszcze 
dalszemu cofnieciu pod wptywem jezyka literackiego. II Pracownia 
Dialektologiczna Zaktadu Jezykoznawstwa PAN w Warszawie ma Zz 
Krzyzanowic koto Raciborza tylko veselny, veseli, veseli¢, vesouy, po- 
dobnie w nowszych pracach dialektologicznych dotyczacych innych 
ezeSci Polski. Do tej pory zachowane sq formy z miekhim y na Kaszubach, 
ale juz tylko w czesci pdétnocnej (materiaty II Prac. Dialek. Zakt. Jezyk. 
PAN w Warszawie). 


wlasny 

Wyraz ten u Jana z Koszyczek wystepuje tylko w postaci z fonetyka 
czeska. Wlasny znajdujemy w ZA, F4v., Gv., G2v, w PoncU F3, s. 29, 
79, w PoncRW, D3, D3v., ES. Jak wynika z kartoteki St. stp. wlasny 
pojawia si¢ w tej postaci w drugiej potowie XV w. Jest to fonetycznie 
sczechizowana posta¢ staropolskiego wiosny, por. staropolskie 
wlosnosé (wlasnosé tez od drugiej potowy XV w.), wilosnie, wlosciwy, 
wloSciwie. Chociaz w drugiej potowie XV w. forma wiosny jest jeszcze w 
przewadze, to jednak w XVI w. jest juz wyjatkowa (np. w ZPJK, k. 95r.), 
przewaza natomiast wiasny. 


wnet 

Wnet u Jana z Koszyczek czesciej wystepuje tylko w ZA (7 razy). W 
Poncjanie natomiast wnet znalaziem tylko 1 raz (PoncU, s. 104-PoncRw, 
J8). Postaci hnet, ihnet u Jana z Koszyczek brak. Synonimicznie z wnet 
uzywa natychmiast. W materiatach St. stp. wnet znajdujemy tylko dwu- 
krotnie z r. 1498, a hned tylko w zabytku czesko-polskim (R. Jakobson, 
Slezsko-polska cantilena inhonesta ze zatatku XV stoleti), zas natychmiast 
jest bardzo bogato reprezentowane. 

Hnet jest powszechnie uwazane za pozyczke czeska (A. Briickner, SE, 
627; T. Lehr-Sptawinski, Jez. pol., s. 272; J. Los, GP, II, 197;S. Rospond, 
SJP, s. 232-233; Z. Stieber, PPJL, s. 110; W. Taszycki, PF, 12, s. 62). 
Dotyczy to zapewne takze postaci wnet. Trzeba jedynie doda¢, ze wnet, 
wnetki znane jest gwarom polskim (SGP). 


wnuk 


U Jana z Koszyczek znajdujemy obie postaci wnuk i wnek: w ZA tylko 
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w postaci wnek E2v. (2 razy), F3; w PoncU wnek (3 razy) i wnuk (1 raz), 
natomiast w PoncRw tylko wnek. 

Jak wykazat F. Stawski (SO, 18, s. 273) w wyrazie wnuk samogtoska u 
jest pierwotna, wtdrna nosowosé pojawila si¢ tylko w jezyku polskim. 
Mozna zatem przyjmowaé jedynie oddziatywanie jezyka czeskiego jako 
arbitra na ustalenie sie postaci wnuk. Material z pism Jana z Koszyczek 
na takie oddziatywanie jezyka czeskiego nie wskazuje. 


zlato 

Postaé zlato wystepuje u Jana z Koszyczek zupeinie sporadycznie w 
PoncU; ... aby z funtem zlata do nich po wyklad chodzili s. 48/49. W 
PoncRw wprowadzono tutaj forme z/ota E7. Postaé zlato wystepuje 
ponadto w piesni o §w. Dorocie (A. Briickner, Dz. jez. pol., s. 82). Dalsze 
ekscerpcje moze jeszcze dadzq kilka przyktadéw, niewatpliwie jednak 
postaé te nalezy zaliczyé do czechizméw efemerycznych. 


zwiaszcza 

Wyraz ten spotykamy tylko dwukrotnie w pismach Jana z Koszyczek: 
w ZA, A2v. i w Poncjanie (PoncU s. 116 —- PoncRw, K7v.). Zwilaszcza jest 
niewatpliwie pozyczka wyrazowa, a nie przeksztalceniem fonetycznym. 
Materialy St. stp. nie znaja postaci zwloszcza, a zwlaszcza tez jest niezmier- 
nie rzadkie (4 przyklady: 2 z BZ, 1 z Quadragesimale ca 1500 i 1 z 
modlitewki z kofica XV w.). Por. S. Urbaticzyk BZ, s. 169. 


Zoltarz 

U Jana z Koszyczek spotykamy tylko postaé zoltarz (ZA, H4v), brak 
natomiast postaci psalterz. Wedtug E. Klicha (Pol. ter. chrz., s. 86, 95, 
114-115) postaci zoftarz i zaltarz dostaly sie do jezyka polskiego za 
posrednictwem czeskim, a psalterz bezposrednio z taciny. 


Powyzszy przeglad wyraznie wskazuje, ze u Jana z Koszyczek wplywy 
czeskie nie sq liczne. Do czechizméw nalezy zaliczyé nastepujace wyrazy: 
bez, brama, hanba, haniebny, haniebnie, zhanbié, kolba, kral, kralewski, 
krotofila, nie Iza, niestety, obiedwa¢c, poruczyé, praca, pracowaé, przena- 
czystsza, serce, serdeczny, Smiertelny, wesele, weselié sie, wesoly, wiasny, 
zlato, zwlaszcza. Zapewne wptywem czeskim thumacza sie takie postaci 
jak poradny i rzedzi¢. Z pewnym wahaniem mozna tu jeszcze dodaé 
dzieki i pochodne, przez w znaczeniu “ponad”, przywlaszcza¢, pustelnik, 
sprawiedliwy, szczeScie, takowy, wnet, wedle i wedlug. Wreszcie nalezy 
jeszcze wspomnie¢ o wyrazach, ktére dostaty sie do jezyka polskiego za 
posrednictwem czeskim; sq to: bakalarz (2), fijerz (fryjerz), herb, jedwabny, 
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rzesza i Slachetny. Z terminologii koScielnej, pomini¢tej przez E. Klicha 
(Pol. ter. chrz.), moza dorzuci¢ tylko blogoslawi¢ (bogostawic) i pochodne, 
nabozenstwo i pokute. Utrzymuje si¢ jeszcze zoltarz (posrednictwo czeskie), 
ktéry pdézniej zostanie zastapiony tacifiskim psalterzem. Ofiara wystepuje 
tylko w postaci spolonizowanej fonetycznie. 

Nie mozna natomiast przyjmowa¢ wplywu czeskiego w wypadku 
takich wyraz6w jak aza, blaznowaé, cérka, mnozyé, oblicze i ku. Ewentual- 
ne oddziatywanie jezyka czeskiego jako arbitra w zakresie tych wyrazéw 
tez nie daje si¢ stwierdzi¢. W zakresie form nieprzegtosowych powiedaé, 
gwiezda i trzepietanie (tylko raz w Ponc U, s. 22, w PoncRw juz trzepio- 
tdnie C7) oraz beznos6wkowych wnuk i smutek, smutny... wpltyw 
jezyka czeskiego jako arbitra u Jana z Koszyczek nie jest wyraznie 
widoczny. Przewazajq one jedynie w pierwszym wydaniu “Poncjana”, 
dziwi jednak rzadkos¢ powiedaé, r6wnowaga smutek, smutny... i 
smetek, smetny ... oraz zupelny brak postaci wnuk w “Zywocie sw. 
Anny”. W wypadku wyraz6éw chutki, chutko, okrutny, opuchly i sumienie 
wplyw jezyka czeskiego w ogdle nie jest mozliwy. 

Niektére ze wspomnianych wyzej czechizméw pojawiaja sie u Jana z 
Koszyczek zupetinie sporadycznie. Nieraz wyjatkowoSé ta jest zupetnie 
przypadkowa, poniewaz nie bylo okazji ich uzycia. Niewatpliwie nie 
dotyczy to jednak wyrazéw bez, brama, kral, kralewski, zlato. Normalnie 
bowiem powszechne sq u niego przez (kromi kromia), brona, krol, krolewski 
i zloto.4® Czechizmy te grupuja sie przewaznie w ZA (jedynie zlato w 
PoncU). Fakt ten moze nasuwa¢ przypuszczenie, ze zostaty one wprowa- 
dzone przez redaktora-wydawce lub sa wynikiem postugiwania si¢ przez 
Jana z Koszycezek jakim§ wzorem czeskim przy thumaczeniu ZA (z 
laciny). 

W powyzszym przegladzie zostato opuszczone szczegdtowe omdwienie 
Sciggnietych form zaimkéw mdj, twdj i swéj. Wystepowanie sciagnietych 
form zaimkowych w najdawniejszych zabytkach polskich wydaje si¢ 
wskazywaé na ich rodzimosé w jezyku polskim.“ Pozostaje jednak od- 
dziatywanie jezyka czeskiego na czestosé ich uzywania, widoczna szcze- 
gélnie w ZPJK w wydaniu Hallera w poréwnaniu z wydaniem H. 
Wietora. U Jana z Koszyczek prawdopodobnie wptywu jezyka czeskiego 


‘8 Tak samo nie jest przypadkowy brak takich czechizméw (i pseudo-czechizméw) 
jak bazn, wiezienie, faleszny, faleczny, kus, lecz, straz i tajny, poniewaz powszechne 
uzycia wyrazoéw bojazn, ciemnica, falszywy, fatszywie, kes (ten wyraz tylko raz po$wiad- 
czony), stroza i tajemny, Swiadcza, ze okazja do ich uzycia byla. 

“4 Za ich czeskim pochodzeniem opowiedziat sie Nitsch, “‘Przyczynki do charaktery- 
styki polskich czechizméw’’, Sbornik v éest na prof. Miletié (Sofia, 1933), s. 242-247. 
Przedruk: Wybér pism polonistycznych, T. 1. (Wroclaw, 1954), s. 219-25. 
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jako arbitra w zakresie Sciagnietych form zaimkowych nie da si¢ stwier- 
dzié. Szczegdtowe omdwienie tego zagadnienia odtozyé nalezy jednak do 
czasu zebrania bogatszego materialtu por6wnawczego. 

Szczegdtowe zestawienia pod wzgledem wptywow czeskich pism Jana z 
Koszyczek z twérczosciq Biernata z Lublina, B. Opecia i Paterka nie 
wykazuje istotniejszych réznic. Dalsze badania pozwolq doktadniej 
ustalié site wptywéw czeskich u Jana z Koszyczek na tle pierwszego 
czterdziestolecia XVI w. 


WYKAZ SKROTOW 


a) Opracowania i slowniki 


AsIPh = Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, zatozone przez V. Jagicia. Berlin, 
1876-1929. 

BZ (Urbaticzyk) = S. Urbariczyk, Z dawnych stosunkéw jezykowych polsko-czeskich, 
Cz. I: Biblia krélowej Zofii a staroczeskie przeklady Pisma sw. 
(Krakow, 1946). 


Cyw. i jez. = A. Briickner, Cywilizacja i jezyk. Szkice z dziejw obyczajowoSci 
polskiej (Warszawa, 1901). 

DM = §. Rospond, Druki mazurskie XVI w. (Olsztyn, 1948). 

Dz. jez. pol. = A. Briickner, Dzieje jezyka polskiego, Wydanie 2 (Krakow, 
1913). 

Dz. kult. pol. = A. Briickner, Dzieje kultury polskiej, I-IV (Krakéw, 1930-46). 

GP = J. Los, Gramatyka polska, I-Ill (Krakow, 1922, 1925, 1927). 

Jez. pol. = T. Lehr-Splawinski, Jezyk polski. Pochodzenie, powstanie, roz- 

; w6j, Wydanie 2 (Warszawa, 1951). 

Jak. = F. Jakuba8, Hornjoserbsko-némski slownik (BudySin, 1954). 

JP = Jezyk Polski. Organ Towarzystwa Mitosnikéw Jezyka Polskiego. 
Krakow, 1913 i nn. 

Mach. = V. Machek, Etymologicky slovnik jazyka éeského a slovenského 
(Praha, 1957). 

Muka = E. Muka, Slownik dolnoserbskeje récy, I-II (Petrohrad — Praha, 
1911-15, 1926-28). 

P-Cz = T. Lehr-Splawinski, K. Piwarski, Z. Wojciechowski, Polska 
Czechy, 10 wiekéw sqsiedztwa (Katowice, 1947). 

PF = Prace Filologiczne, |-XVII. Warszawa, 1885-1937. 

Pol. ter. chrz. = E. Klich, Polska terminologia chrzescijanska (Poznan, 1927). 

Por. Jez. = Poradnik Jezykowy, zalozony w r. 1901 przez R. Zawilinskiego 
(Warszawa). 

PPJL = Pochodzenie polskiego jezyka literackiego. Zbidér artykuléw, m. 
innymi S. Rosponda, Z. Stiebera i W. Taszyckiego (Wroclaw, 
1956). 

SE = a) A. Briickner, Slownik etymologiczny jezyka polskiego (Kra- 
kéw, 1927), b) F. Stawski, Slownik etymologiczny jezyka polskie- 
go, TI: A-J (Krakéw 1952-1956). 

SGP = J. Karlowicz, Slownik gwar polskich, I-VI (Krakéw, 1900-11). 

SJP = §. Rospond, Studia nad jezykiem polskim XVI w. (Wroclaw, 


1949). 
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St. stp. = Slownik staropolski, T. 1: A-C; II; z. 1-4 (Warszawa, 1953- 
1955, 1956). 

St. stcz. = J. Gebauer, Slovnik staroéesky, I-II (A—-N) (Praha, 1903-6). 

so = Slavia Occidentalis, -XIX (Poznan, 1921-48). 


Walka... A. Briickner, Walka o jezyk (Lw6éw, 1917). 
Wplywy... = A. Briickner, Wplywy jezykdéw obcych na jezyk polski. Encyklo- 
pedia polska, t. 2, dziat 3, czes¢ 1 (Krakéw, 1915). 


b) Zrédla 

BZ = Biblia krélowej Zofii. 

March. = Rozmowy ktore myal krol Salomon madry zmarcholtem grubym 
asprosnym . ..(Krakdéw, H. Wietor, 1521, 1525, 1538). 

Pok. wsp. = Pokorne wspomienienie zywota pana Jezusowego . . . (Krakéw, 
H. Wietor, 1522, przy ZPJK) (por. nizej). 

PoncU = Poncjan Ktory ma w sobie rozmaithe powiesci mile barzo ku 
czcieniu wziete z Rzymskich dzieiow (Krakow, F. Ungler, 1540). 

PoncRw = Histhorya piekna z przyktady nadobnemi o Poncyanie Cesarzu 
Rzymskim . . . (Krakéw, M. Szarfenberg, 1566). 

ZA = Zywot $wietey Anny naczystszey ... (Krakow, H. Wietor, ca 
1530). 

ZPJK = Zywot wssechmocnego syna bozego, pana Jezu krysta, stworzy- 


ciel4 y zbawiciela stworzenia wssytkiego. W ttumaczeniu B. 
Opecia (Krakow, H. Wietor, 1522). 


ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 


Die vorliegende Arbeit wurde in den Rahmen der Untersuchungen der Abteilung fiir 
die westslavische Philologie des Instituts fiir Slavenkunde der Polnischen Akademie der 
Wissenschaften (PAN) als ein Studium iiber die Einfliisse der tschechischen Sprache auf 
die polnische Sprache ausgefiihrt. 

Im Gegenteil zu den bisherigen Forschungen, die ihre Aufmerksamkeit nur solchen 
Sprachdenkmilern und solchen Schriftstellern zuwandten, bei welchen die fremden 
Spracheinfliisse sehr deutlich hervortreten, stellte sich unsere Forschung das Ziel die 
Bedeutung des allgemeinen Einflusses der tschechischen Sprache auf die polnische 
Sprache im XVI. Jahrhundert zu erlautern. Eine solche Zielsetzung erlaubt uns eine 
Erklarung zu geben, warum in der polnischen Sprache die einen WOrter tschechischer 
Herkunft geblieben, andere aber schon friih ausgeschieden sind. Um die Geschichte 
der tschechischen Einfliisse auf den Wé6rterschatz der polnischen Sprache naher zu 
priifen, begrenzen wir uns nicht nur auf die Tschechismen, wie z.B. praca, Smiertelny, 
hanba, sondern priifen wir auch die Geschichte der so genanten Kontrtschechismen, 
also solcher polnischen Worter und Wortformen, die durch tschechische Wérter und 
Wortformen ersetzt wurden, wie z.B. robota, §miertny, ganba. Ausser den phonetischen 
Momenten (trat, tlat statt trot, tlot, h statt des ethymologischen g, harte Konsonanten 
vor e — aus dem 4lteren e oder » -, die Ersetzung der ehemaligen Nasalvokale durch 
klare Vokale — wie im Tschechischen gebrauchlich —, endlich das Fehlen des Umlautes 
bei den alten Vokalen é und e) kénnen noch die folgenden den tschechischen Einfluss 
bestatigen: die Geschichte des gegebenen Wortes, das Vorhandensein eines solchen in 
den Dialekten und seine Ausbreitung in den anderen slavischen Sprachen, endlich der 
Zusammenhang eines solchen Wortes mit dem Kulturkreis auf welchen das Tschechische 
ihren Einfluss ausiibte, wie z.B. die kirchliche und militérische Terminologie. Oft aber 
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ist der tschechische Einfluss schwer nachzuweisen, in vielen Fallen sogar — zumal heute 
— unméglich. 

Nicht ohne Einfluss ist auch die Tatsache, aus welcher Gegend Polens der Autor der 
analysierten Tekste herstammt. Aus anderen polnischen Dialekten werden namlich 
vor allem solche Wérter und Wortformen in den Tekst eingefiihrt, welche ein Analogon 
mit den entsprechenden tschechischen Wo6rtern bilden. Die tschechische Sprache war 
in Polen im XVI. Jahrhundert in Mode und stand 6fters fiir ein Vorbild. 

Jan z Koszyczek gehdrt zu den Schriftstellern, welche unserem Rej vorangehen. Er 
stammte aus dem siidlichen Polen (Matopolska), aus dem Orte Koszyce vel Koszyczki 
gelegen ca 50 km nordéstlich von Krakau. Seine Schriften — sehr gute Ubersetzungen 
aus dem Lateinischen — erschienen in den Jahren 1521-1540. 


Eine griindliche Untersuchung der Schriften des Jan z Koszyczek ergibt, dass die 
tschechischen Einfliisse auf seine Schreibweise nur gering waren. Zu den Tschechismen 
gehéren bei ihm bez, brama, hanba, haniebny, haniebnie, zhanbié, kolba, kral, kralewski, 
krotofila, nie Iza, niestety, obiedwaé¢, poruczyé, praca, pracowaé, przenaczystsza, serce, 
serdeczny, Smiertelny, wesele, weselié sie, wesoly, wlasny, zlato, zwlaszcza. Auf den 
tschechischen Einfluss deuten solche Formen wie poradny und rzedzié. Nur als wahr- 
scheinlich kénnte man hier noch hinzufiigen: dzieki (mit den Derivaten), przez im 
Sinne “iiber”’, pustelnik, przywlaszczaé, sprawiedliwy, szczescie, takowy, wnet, wedle und 
wedlug. Endlich sollten noch solche Wérter erwahnt werden, welche in die polnische 
Sprache durch tschechische Ubermittlung trafen, wie z.B. bakalarz (?), fijerz (fryjerz), 
herb, jedwabny, rzesza, Slachetny. Einer besonderen Betrachtung vermag die kirchliche 
Terminologie, welche im Algemeinen schon lange vor dem XVI. Jahrhundert ihren 
Eintritt in die polnische Sprache fand. Man k6énnte hier nur auf das Wort Zoltarz 
hinweisen, welches wir bei Jan z Koszyczek noch finden, welches aber spater durch das 
unmittelbar aus dem latecinischen stammenden psaiterz ersetzt wurde. 

Bei solchen aber Wortern, wie aza, blaznowaé, cérka, mnozyé, oblicze und ku darf 
man den tschechischen Einfluss nicht annehmen. Sogar als Vorbild fiir die polnische 
Sprache lasst sich hier die tschechische Sprache bei Jan z Koszyczek nicht nachweisen. 
Ebenfalls in solchen Formen ohne Umiaut, wie z.B. powieda¢ und in solchen nicht- 
nasalen, wie z.B. wnuk, smutek ist der tschechische Einfluss sehr schwer erkennbar. Die 
eben angegebenen Formen kommen vor allem in der ersten Auflage des “Poncjan” vor, 
fehlen aber bald ginzlich - und das ist verwunderlich — in der Schrift “Zywot Swietej 
Anny’’, wo die tschechischen Einfliisse am starksten auftreten. 

Einige der tschechischen Einfliisse kommen bei Jan z Koszyczek nur selten vor. 
Manchmal ist es zufallig, weil sie keine Anwendung fanden. Dies bezieht sich aber nicht 
auf worter, wie bez, brama, kral, kralewski, zlato (6fters finden wir bei ihm przez, krom, 
kromia, brona, krol, krolewski und zfoto). Diese Tschechismen grupierten sich vor allem 
in der Schrift “Zywot Swietej Anny’, nur das Wort z/ato finden wir in der ersten Auf- 
lage des “Poncjan’’. Diese Tatsache kann uns auf den Gedanken bringen, dass die 
erwahnten Worter durch den Redakteur (Herausgeber) eingefiihrt wurden, oder dass 
sich Jan z Koszyczek eines tschechischen Exemplars bei der Ubersetzungarbeit aus dem 
Lateinischen bediente. 

Eine eingehende Zusammenstellung der tschechischen Einfliisse auf die Schriften des 
Jan z Koszyczek mit den Einfliissen auf die Schriften des Biernat z Lublina, des 
Baltazar Ope¢é, des Paterek u.a. erweist keine wesentlichen Unterschiede. Weitere 
Untersuchungen erméglichen wohl eine mehr griindliche Feststellung der tschechischen 
Einfliisse bei Jan z Koszyczek mit Riicksicht auf das Gesamtbild der ersten vier 
Jahrzehnte des XVI. Jahrhunderts. 
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THE SLAVIC STATIVE VERBS IN -i- 


by 
WILLIAM R. SCHMALSTIEG 


University of Kentucky 


In the Slavic stative verbs (Leskien’s class IVB) two types of conjugation 
are noted, the (O.C.S.) smrdéti type (i.e. smrZdg, smrdisi, smrditii, etc.) 
and the (O.C.S.) xotéti type (xoste, xoStesi, xoSteti, etc.). One of the 
most ancient IE morphological alternations is the *-er-/-re- alternation 
(-e- = any vowel, -r- = any semivowel), e.g. O.C.S. dusa (< *dawsyd), 
Lith. dvasiad (< *dwdsyd) or Skt. gen. sg. av-yah (< *ow-yes), but agn-eh 
(< *agn-eys). This alternation may be reflected in the Slavic stative 
verbs, the oldest category of derived verbs. Thus 2d sg. xoSteSi, 3d sg. 
xoStetii, etc. derive from *xot-ye-si, *xot-ye-ti, etc., but 2d sg. smrdisi, 
3d sg. smrditi, etc. derive from *smpd-ey-Si, *smrd-ey-ti, etc. reflecting. 
an early *-ye-/-ey- alternation. 

The suffix /i/ of the Slavic stative verbs (Leskien’s class IVB) poses a 
rather difficult problem for Slavicists.1 The Slavic phoneme /i/* can be 
traced either (1) to an IE */i/ as in Slavic Ziv “alive” which is compared 
with Skt. jivadh, Lith. gyvas, Lat. vivus or (2) to IE */ey/ as in Slavic iti 
“to go” which is compared with Lith. eiti, Gk. eimi “I go, I shall go”. 
Meillet, however, is of the opinion that the Slavic suffix /i/ is related to 
the suffix /i/ (from IE */i/) found in the Lithuanian stative verbs and the 
passive suffix /ya/ (from IE */ye-yo/) found in Sanskrit.‘ Testifying to 
the age of the suffix are such cognates as O.C.S. biditii, Lith. bidi, Skt. 
budhydte “he is awake”; O.C.S. smrditi, Lith. smirdi “it stinks”; O.C.S. 
miniti “he means”, Lith. mini “he remembers”, etc. 

The problem is: How can the Slavic suffix /i/ (which must go back to 
IE */i/ or */ey/ phonologically) be related to Lith. /i/ (which goes back 


1 An earlier version of this paper was read at the December, 1956 meeting of the 
Linguistic Society of America. 

2 The jers will be marked as -i- and -d-, whereas the vowel -i- (IE* /i/ or */ey/) will be 
marked with a macron. 

3 André Vaillant, Grammaire comparée des langues slaves (Paris, 1950), p. 117. 

“ Antoine Meillet, Introduction a l’étude comparative des langues indo-européennes 


(Paris, 1937), p. 211. 
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to IE */i/) and Skt. /ya/ (which goes back to IE */ye/, */yo/ or perhaps 
*/ya/?) 

A sample paradigm of an O.C.S. stative verb is given below to aid the 
reader in following the discussion. 


smydéti “to stink” 


smyZd9 (< *smrdyg) smydimii smydivé 
smydisi smydite smydita 
smyditi smydeti (< *smrdntii) smydite 


There are, however, two verbs xotéti ~ (xitéti) “to wish” and doviléti 
“to suffice”, which are commonly considered to be stative, but which 
have a different present conjugation. The paradigm of xotéti is given 
below: 

xo8tg (< *xot-yo) xoStemii (< *xot-ye-miil) xoStevé (< *xot-ye-vé) 
xoSteSi (< *xot-ye-Si) xoStete (<‘*xot-ye-te) xoSteta (< *xot-ye-ta) 
xo8tetii (< *xot-ye-tii) xotetii (<‘*xot-n-ti))  xoStete (< *xot-ye-te) 
We have seen in the preceding paragraphs that IE */ey/ gives Slavic /i/ in 
interconsonantal position. It should be noted here that IE */ey/ gives 
Slavic /iy/ in prevocalic position, cf. O.C.S. nom. pl. pot-ije (< IE *-eyes). 
According to Vaillant, “i.-e.*-i- donnait *-iy- devant voyelle, et l’on a sl. 
comm. piti prés. pijg comme gr. pi-nd, aor. épion.”® We may presume 
then, that at an early period in Slavic *(i) in interconsonantal position 
did not contrast with *(iy) in prevocalic position, i.e. that they were 
members of the same phoneme. 

The long vowel of the Slavic stative verbal paradigm (smydéti type) 
might then be explained by Sievers’ law.* (In the following discussion of 
Sievers’ law, -a- = any vowel, -d- = any long vowel, -t- = any consonant, 
-k- = any second consonant.) According to Sievers’ law an IE */y/ 
appearing after two consonants or long vowel plus consonant and before 
a vowel is represented by the allophone *(iy), i.e. phonemic */ktya/ and 
*/atya/ were phonetic *(ktiya) and *(atiya). In Slavic the allophone *(iy) 
after a heavy syllable (a syllable ending in two consonants or long vowel 
plus consonant) may soon have become identified with the (iy) from other 
sources, i.e. IE */ey/ or */i/. Thus the phones (iy) shift their allegiance 
from the original Indo-European */y/ phoneme to the Common Slavic 


5 Vaillant, op. cit., p. 140. 

* For a full discussion of the Sievers’ law variants see Franklin Edgerton, “The Indo- 
European semivowels,” Language 19:83-124, and W. P. Lehmann, “The Proto-Indo- 
European resonants in Germanic”, Language 31:355-366 with the literature cited 
therein. 
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*/i/ with its inherited allophone *(iy). We shall write -iy- in prevocalic 
position and -i- in interconsonantal position, but it should be understood 
that this is a notational practice and we intend by this a single phoneme. 

We can now suppose that there were stative verbs inherited from IE 
with the structure takt (or tdt). Thus phonetic *taktiyg (or *tatiyg) 
passes to phonemic *taktiyg (or *tatiyg) in the Ist sg. of the stative verbs. 
The suffix -iy- (phonemically /i/) is now found in the Ist sg., i.e. in 
prevocalic position. The same suffix may then have been spread analog- 
gically to the 2d sg. taktisi (as in smydisi), 3d sg. taktiti (as in smrditi), 
etc. In this way we might explain the /i/ suffix of the Slavic stative verbs. 

The only difficulty with this explanation is that we have no trace of 
the *(iy) in prevocalic position (or rather the Ist sg.) of either the xotéti 
(Ist sg. xoste < *xotyg) or smrdéti (1st sg. smrZdg < *smrdyg) paradigm. 
On the other hand we find (i) between consonants (2d sg. smmrdisi) where 
it could not have arisen phonologically from a Sievers’ law variant. 

In view of these difficulties we propose that the Slavic stative verbal 
suffix /i/ has its origin in the IE morpheme */ey/, an alternant of */ye/. 
The most ancient reconstructable morphemic alternations are of this 
type. In Sanskrit we find agnih with the genitive singular agn-eh (< *-eys), 
but avih with the genitive singular av-yah (< *-yes). Another example is 
Satruh with the genitive singular satr-oh (< *-ews) but kratuh with the 
genitive singular kratvah (< *-wes).? Whatever the origin of this alterna- 
tion may be, we know that it does exist and that it might be compared 
to the Form I/Form II alternation found in Indo-European roots in 
Baltic and Slavic, e.g. Slavic dusa “soul” (< *dawsyd), but Lith. dvasia 
soul” (< *dwasyd). 

Probably at an early date the alternant */ey/ appeared after a root ending 
in two consonants, i.e. with the structure (C)CVCC, and the alternant 
*/ye/ after a root ending in a single consonant, i.e. with the structure 
(C)CVC.® 

At a later date then, there was a second loss of vowels due to accentual 
conditions and at this time we have the following situation: 


Period 1 Period 2 
A. **lyep-yé > ‘*lip-ye (Skt. -/ipyate) 
B. **lyép-ye > “*lyep-i 
C. **leyp-éy > ‘*lip-ey (O.CS. -/ipiti) 
D. **léyp-ey > ‘*leyp-i 


7 Jerzy Kurylowicz, L’apophonie en indo-européen (Wroctaw, 1956), pp. 122-130. 
® Kurylowicz, Etudes indo-européennes (Cracow, 1935), p. 132 ff. 
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Form A was generalized in Sanskrit where we should also note the 
characteristic zero grade of the root. Both Form A and C were retained 
in Slavic. The phonological result of form A is represented by the verbs 
xotéti with the conjugation xoste (< *xot-yg), xostesi (< *xot-ye-si) 
xostetii (< *xot-ye-tii) etc. and doviléti with the conjugation *dovilg 
(< *do-vil-yg), *dovilesi (< *do-vil-ye-3i) and dovileti (< *do-vil-ye-tii). 
Form A is also noted in the smrdéti type conjugation where the Ist sg. is 
smrido (< smrd-yg). 

Form C, on the other hand, was retained in the rest of the conjugation 
(abstracting, of course, the 3d pl.), where we find (2d sg.) smpdisi (< 
smyd-ey-Si), (3d sg.) smyditii (< *smyd-ey-ti), (1st pl.) smrdimii (< 
*smyd-ey-mi), etc. (It should be noted here that we do not attribute the 
specific endings, i.e. the -si- of xoStesi, the -ti- of xoStetii, etc., to Primitive 
Indo-European times. The development of the endings is the material 
for another study, with which we are not concerned here.) 

The zero grade of the root, characteristic of this verbal type, is a further 
indication that the proposed theory is correct. If we had analyzed this 
verbal type with the traditional explanation of an IE */i/, then we would 
have to posit both a zero grade of the root and the suffix. The traditional 
explanations do not allow for a single full grade vowel in the personal 
conjugation of the smrdéti type verb, except in the Ist. sg. 

An alternation similar to the Slavic alternation may be noted in the 
Germanic 3d class weak verbs. According to James Marchand, “In the 
3d-class weak verb, the suffixes *-ja- and *-ai- interchanged in the 
following manner: *-ja- in the Ist sg., Ist pl., and 3d pl., *-ai- in the 2d sg., 
3d sg. and 2d pl.”® Dr. Marchand bases his reasoning on the fact that 
in Old English we find such forms as libban, in which the geminate -bb- 
points to an original *-j-. In Pre-Old English the *-ja- form was generalized 
in the 2d sg. (e.g. haefst) but traces of the older form are found (e.g. 
hafas(t)). The generalized *-ja- caused umlaut in such forms as filian, 
bigian, clifian etc. The forms with -ai- are noted in the Gothic paradigm 
below: 

haba habam habds 
habais habaip 
habaip haband 


Many comparative grammars group the Germanic 3d class weak verbs 
with the Baltic and Slavic stative verbs in *-é- and it is generally stated 


® James Marchand, “Germanic short *i and *e: two phonemes or one?,” Language 
33 :348. 
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that the *-ai- forms cause difficulty.1° The following theory would explain 
both the alternation *-ai- versus *-ja- and would give an added reason 
for relating the Baltic and Slavic statives to this Germanic verbal class. 
We propose that Germanic *-ai- comes from IE */dy/ and that *-ja- 
comes from */y5/, a different ablaut grade of the suffix -ye-/-ey- found 
in Slavic and Sanskrit. 

The -o- grade ablaut can be explained as a generalization of *-o- from 
those situations where the final stem consonant was an *-o- coloring 
laryngeal, i.e. -H,-. It is possible to imagine a stem *CVCH,-ey from 
which the final result would be *CVC-oy with coloring of the suffixal 
vowel and loss of the laryngeal as a phonemic entity. From this it may 
have been generalized into the *yo- forms, i.e. Ist sg. and pl. and 3d pl. 
A second explanation is that in the *-yo- forms the *-o- vocalism is by 
analogy with other verbal classes where *-o- (> Germanic -a-) is the rule 
in the Ist sg., pl. and 3d pl., cf. the Gothic Ist weak class which has Ist 
sg. nasja, 1st pl. nasjam, 3d pl. nasjand, but 2d sg. nasjis, 3d sg. nasjip, 
2d pl. nasjip. 

The traditional explanations of the Slavic stative presuppose a group 
*-inti- for the 3d pl. But even this leaves unexplained the origin of the 
*/i/. One might add that a group *-int- looks odd from the IE point of 
view. It appears that */i/ and */i/ plus sonant plus some other consonant 
are rare for an early stage of IE. 

It is easier then to derive the 3d pl. from the athematic verbs, i.e. to 
suppose that the ending was **-yti eventually giving *-inti at an early 
stage of Slavic. 

The paradigm of a typical Lithuanian stative verb is given below to aid 
the reader in following the rest of the discussion: 

turéti “to have” 

turid (< *tur-yd) tirime (< *tur-i-me) tiriva (< *tur-i-va) 

turi (< *tur-ei) tirite (< *tur-i-te) tirita (< *tur-i-ta) 

tiri (< *tur-i) 
The form of the Ist sg. is just what we would expect from form A above, 
ie. the alternant *-ye- (or in this case *-yd-). 

The form of the 2d sg. appears to come from form C, i.e. the alternant 
*-ey-. Here the existence of the form *turei is assured by the reflexive 
turiesi where the diphthong /ie/ is preserved. It is a well known fact that 
the East Baltic diphthong /ie/ comes from either */ei/ or */ai/, but the 


10 E. Prokosch, A comparative germanic grammar (Philadelphia, 1939), p. 152, and 
W. Streitberg, Urgermanische Grammatik (Heidelberg, 1943), p. 307 ff. 
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conditions of this shift are not well understood. In any case the 2d sg. 
has no probative value because it is the same in both the etymological 
*.e/o- and *ye/yo verbs, e.g. the 2d sg. of vésti ‘to lead” (an *-e/o0- verb) 
is vedi (< *vedei) and the 2d sg. of /dukti “to wait for” (a *ye/o verb) is 
lauki (< *laukei < **laukyei). 

The etymological 3d sg. functions with dual and plural subjects as well 
as with singular subjects. 

Since the present active participle is nom. turis (< ‘“*turints), gen. 
turincio, dat. turinciam, etc. we presume that the 3d pl. was *turinti. 

The Baltic forms still present a problem because here we still find that 
a form like Lith. 3d sg. tari “he has’’ has no full grade vowel. Therefore 
we presume that it is not an IE form and must have come under the 
influence of analogical leveling at some point. 

It is interesting to note that the thematic vocalism of the other Baltic 
verbs shows unity in the 3d sg. and all of the forms of the dual and the 
plural. For example, several verbal types are given here under the heading 
of their etymological origin. 


*-e/o0- *-ye/o- *-4- (Lith. /o/) 
vésti “to lead” l4ukti “to wait” daryti “to do” 
3d sg. véda laukia daro 
Ist pl. védame laukiame darome 
2d pl. védate laukiate darote 
Ist du. védava laukiava darova 
2d du. védata laukiata darota 


The present active participles are respectively vedgs (< *vedants), laukiqs 
(< *laukiants) and darqs (< Baltic *dardnts). From the participles we 
reconstruct the 3d pl. with the same vocalism as the above listed forms. 

We presume that we have to do with analogical leveling on the basis of 
the 3d person pl. in the verbs of the turéti type. This type of explanation is 
not new. According to Endzelin, the O.P. waidimai “we know” became 
an -i- stem verb because the form of the 3d pl. would have been * waidint(i) 
with -in- from *-y-." He also lists the Latvian dialect forms dziedim 
“we sing” dziedit “you sing” which can be compared to the Lith. athematic 
forms giemi “I sing” and giesti “he sings”. 

Likewise the preterit of Gothic niman “to take” is conjugated (sg.) nam, 
namt, nam (dual) nému, némuts, (pl.) némum, némup, némun. According 
to Wright, “During the prim. Germanic period the u of the third pers. 


11 “Sikumi,” Filologu biedribas raksti 8:107 
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pl. was levelled out into all forms of the dual and plural.” The ending 
-un of némun had its origin in vocalic *-y- also.” 

In conclusion it seems likely that the forms of the Slavic statives and the 
Sanskrit passives can be related easily if one presupposes an early mor- 
phemic alternation of */ey/-/ye-5/, the generalized */ey/™ explaining the 
Slavic /i/ (e. g. O.C.S. smpd-i-si, smyd-i-ti, etc.)'* and the *ye-o explaining 
the remaining Slavic forms (e.g. smridg < *smrd-yo, xoste < *xot-yo, 
xostesi < *xot-ye-Si, xoStetti < *xot-ye-tii etc.). The short /i/ of Lithu- 
anian statives is a later formation based on analogy with the 3d plural. 


42 Grammar of the Gothic Language, 2d ed. (Oxford, 1954), pp. 138-139. 
18 Machek (Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie 18:61 ff.) claims that the Slavic -i- both 
in the iteratives (e.g. nositi “to carry”) and the statives (e.g. sédéti “to sit”) derives from 
IE *ei. He compares Vedic Skt. bharti, Lat. fert with Skt. bharati “he carries”. In his 
opinion the athematic forms correspond with the thematic forms just as the suffix *eje 
of the other IE languages corresponds with the *ej of Slavic. His result is the same as 
ours, but his reasoning is different. 

% It would be tempting to see in O.Pr. 2d, 3d sg. turei, Ist pl. waidléimai, enwack éimai 
reflexes of the *-ey- suffix, but in general we believe that O.Pr. evidence is too sparse 
and unclear to base any conclusions on it. For a discussion of the situation in Old 
Prussian see Chr. Stang, Das slavische und baltische Verbum (Oslo, 1942), pp. 167-8. 









LA DISTINCTION PHONOLOGIQUE 

ENTRE TROIS SORTES DE N ET DE L 

- NON DIESES, DIESES ET PALATALS - 
EN ROUMAIN ET EN SLAVE 


par 
EMILE PETROVICI 
Cluj 


On admet généralement que dans une certaine phase de développement 
des langues slaves les consonnes N et L — de méme que d’autres consonnes 
aussi — ont pu présenter trois variétés, l’une non diésée! (dure, non palata- 
lisée), l’autre diésée (molle, palatalisée) et la troisiéme palatale (mouillée).? 
On appelle aussi parfois les trois variétés dure, moyenne (devant voyelle 
prépalatale) et palatale (cette derniére a pris naissance par la fusion de j 
avec la consonne précédente).* 

On suppose que l’existence de ces trois variétés de consonnes a été bien 
précaire dans les diverses langues ov elles ont pu apparaitre. Les trois 
variétés auraient été bientét réduites 4 deux. Ainsi, dans les langues a 
corrélation de palatalisation - comme par ex. le russe ou le polonais -, 
la série des consonnes palatales n’aurait pu exister pendant longtemps 
en tant que série autonome de localisation (autonome Lokalisierungsreihe). 
Les consonnes palatales auraient été interprétées soit comme des 
apicales diésées, soit comme des vélaires diésées.* Quant a n et / palatals 
(représentants des groupes anciens nj, /j), ils se seraient trés t6t confondus 
dans ces langues (a palatalisation phonologique) avec leurs correspondants 
diésés (palatalisés), c’est-Adire avec n, / suivis de voyelle prépalatale. 
Cette fusion se serait produite au moment ov les consonnes diésées, de 
variantes combinatoires, sont devenues, aprés la chute des jers faibles, 
des phonémes autonomes. En échange, dans les langues sans corrélation 
1 Par non diésé et diésé je traduis plain (ou non-sharp) et sharp. Voir Roman Jakobson 
- Moris Halle, Fundamentals of Language (La Haye, 1956), p. 31; Horace G. Lunt, 
“On the Origins of Phonemic Palatalization in Slavic’, For Roman Jakobson (La 
Haye, 1956), p. 306. 

2 Voir W. Vondrak, Vergleichende slavische Grammatik (Gottingen, 1924), 2e éd., 
vol. I, p. 387 suiv. et p. 419; A. Meillet - A. Vaillant, Le slave commun, (Paris, 1934), 
2e éd., p. 86 suiv. et p. 100 suiv. - Mais dans sa Grammaire comparée des langues slaves, 
I (Lyon-Paris, 1950), p. 63 suiv., A. Vaillant renverse l’emploi des termes “‘mouillées” 
et “palatalisées” et applique le nom “‘palatalisées” aux consonnes palatales. 

® Voir A. M. Ceanmes, Crapocaasanckuit aszix, I (Moscou, 1951), p. 194 suiv. 

* Voir N. Trubetzkoy, Grundziige der Phonologie (Prague, 1939), p. 123. 
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de timbre des consonnes — comme par ex. en serbo-croate -, n, / palatals 
se sont maintenus comme une série palatale qui s’oppose a la série non 
palatale — en laquelle se sont confondues la série dure et la série palatalisée 
(devant voyelle prépala tale).° Par conséquent on suppose que la coexis- 
tence dans les langues slaves des trois variétés de N et de L n’a pu étre 
que de trés courte durée. On considére que le systéme phonologique slave 
n’avait pas de place pour ces trois sortes de phonémes consonantiques et 
ne présentait aucun phénoméne paralléle.*® 

Cependant l’exemple du roumain prouve que la coexistence dans une 
méme langue, pendant une longue période de temps, de trois sortes de 
phonémes N et L est parfaitement possible. 

On sait que les langues romanes possédent aussi des n et / palatals qui 
peuvent ou qui ont pu s’opposer a des n et / non palatalisés et palatalisés. 
Ainsi le roman commun semble avoir possédé les trois séries de con- 
sonnes: non palatalisées, palatalisées et mouillées. La distinction entre 
les consonnes non mouillées et les consonnes mouillées y était phono- 
logique, tandis que celle d’entre les dures (non palatalisées) et les molles 
(palatalisées) était conditionnée — comme dans le slave commun - par les 
voyelles suivantes. Les dures et les molles n’étaient que des variantes 
combinatoires des phonémes consonantiques non mouillés. Toutes les 
langues romanes, y compris le roumain, ont ensuite perdu la corrélation 
ancienne de mouillure des consonnes.’ 

Cependant le roumain s’est créé, sous l’influence slave, une nouvelle 
corrélation de palatalisation des consonnes.® N et / diésés s’opposaient en 
roumain commun - et s’opposent encore dans certains parlers - aussi 
bien a n, / non diésés qu’a n, /] palatals hérités du roman commun (re- 
présentant m + yod et / + yod du latin vulgaire). 

Les consonnes diésées — c’est-a-dire celles sur lesquelles ont été trans- 
portés une partie des traits distinctifs des voyelles prépalatales suivantes 
et qui par 14 ont acquis une coloration de timbre i ou e, sans que leur lieu 
d’articulation spécifique labial, dental (apical) etc. ait été sensiblement 
déplacé vers la région médiopalatale (médiolinguale) — sont devenues des 
5 Voir Roman Jakobson, Remarques sur I’ évolution phonologique du russe comparée a 
celle des autres langues slaves (= TCLP, 2, 1929), pp. 61 et 107, note 39; Meillet- 
Vaillant, Le sl. commun, l.c.; Vaillant, Gramm. comp., o.c., p. 64. 

* Voir F. V. Mare’, ‘“Vznik slovanského fonologického systému a jeho vyvoj do 
konce obdobi slovanské jazykové jednoty”’, Slavia, XXV (1956), p. 478. 

7 Voir André Burger, “Phonématique et diachronie”, Cahiers Ferdinand de Saussure, 
13 (1955), p. 21 suiv. 

® Voir E. Petrovici, Kann das Phonemystem einer Sprache durch fremden Einfluss um- 


gestaltet werden? Zum slavischen Einfluss auf das rumdnische Lautsystem (= Janua 
Linguarum, III) (La Haye, 1956), p. 25 suiv. 
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phonémes autonomes en roumain commun 4a |’époque oi I’i final a dis- 
paru, pareil au jer mou (e) slave, et ot e accentué ouvert dans certaines 
positions s’est confondu, pareil au iat’ (6) vieux-slave, avec la voyelle a, 
la consonne précédente continuant 4 garder le timbre palatal (i ove). Il 
est 4 présumer que u et i en position finale se sont amuis en roumain a peu 
prés 4 la méme époque que les jers finals dans les parlers slaves du sud, 
c’est-a-dire vers le onziéme siécle. C’est au cours de ce siécle que s’est 
constituée la corrélation de palatalisation des consonnes dans le sud- 
slave de type oriental (le bulgare oriental)* et sans doute dans le roumain 
aussi. C’est a cette époque que *bun'i (< lat. boni) est devenu [bun'] 
(= /bun’/!°) et que *n‘egrd, *n*¢ (< lat. nigram, nivem) sont devenus 
{n°agra], [n°a] (= /n’/agrd, /n’a/). De la méme maniére a pris naissance 
aussi / palatalisé: /*egd (< lat. ligat) > [l’agd] (= /l’a/gd). Ces n et / 
diésés ont gardé leur caractére apical dans la plupart des parlers roumains 
jusqu’a l’époque présente. En méme temps, cependant, les anciens n et / 
palatals, d’origine romane ou slave (lat. vinea > roum. vine," sl. kladnja 
> roum. clane, lat. battualia > roum. bdtaje, sl. volia > roum. vole), se 
sont maintenus dans beaucoup de parlers roumains. Le passage de /p/, 
/Y & /j/ (yod) dans la plupart des parlers du groupe daco-roumain a eu 
lieu au XVe siécle. Le parler du Banat conserve cependant encore le /p/ 
ancien, qu’il a d’ailleurs —- dans une époque assez récente (X VIIe—XVIIle 
siécles) —- confondu avec n palatalisé et ila gardé le /l/ jusqu’au XVIle siécle. 

La fréquence de /n/ et /1/, hérités du roman commun, a été accrue par 
des emprunts faits au slave et au hongrois, de méme que, en ce qui con- 
cerne le /n/, par la “‘palatalisation’’, c’est-a-dire le passage 4 /mn/ d’abord, 
ensuite a /n/, du m suivi de yod ou de i (< lat. i). 

Par conséquent, puisque l’aroumain (le macédo-roumain) garde encore 
le /n/ et le /l/ d’origine romane commune, slave ou néogrecque, on peut 
affirmer que ce dialecte a maintenu la distinction entre /n’/, /l’/ et /p/, /1/ 
depuis le onziéme siécle jusqu’a I’époque actuelle. N’oublions pas que la 
fréquence du /n/ s’est accrue a la suite de la “‘palatalisation” du m suivi de 
yod ou de i. Comme le daco-roumain a fait passer /n/ et /1/ a /j/ vers la fin 
du XVe siécle, on peut fixer 4 cette date la disparition de l’opposition 
/n’/ ~ /n/ et /V/ ~ /l/. Cependant le parler daco-roumain du Banat garde 
encore le /n/ ancien et a gardé le /l/ jusqu’au XVIIle siécle, lorsque /n’/ et 
® Voir Roman Jakobson, K xapakrepucruKe espasuiickoro A3bIKOBOTO CO13a 
(Paris, 1931), p. 44. 

10 Par n’, I’ etc. je note des consonnes diésées, a articulation spécifique non palatale. 
11 Par n, / etc. on note des consonnes 4 articulation palatale, qui ont subi le change- 


ment appelé mouillure (palatalisation) mutative. Voir TCLP, 2, p. 31; For Roman 
Jakobson p. 307. 
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/p/ se sont confondus et que /I/ a passé a /j/. Dans le Banat la distinction 
phonologique entre /n’/, /I’/ et /n/, /l/ a donc duré jusqu’a cette date. 

En aroumain /n/, /n’/ et /n/, de méme que /I/, /I’/ et /l/, se trouvent 
fréquemment - avec des fonctions phonologiques différentes — dans les 
mémes positions, ce qui prouve que ce sont des phonémes autonomes. 
Notons que /n’/ et /I’/ sont des apicales diésées, prononcées 4 peu prés 
comme /n’/ et /I’/ du bulgare littéraire dans les syllabes /n’a/ (par ex. Ham 
“muet”’) et /I’ a/ (par ex. aato “‘été’’),!* tandis que /p/ et /1/ sont des pala- 
tales pour lesquelles le bout de la langue est abaissé comme pour le i et ne 
touche pas les incisives supérieures ou leurs alvéoles. Pour /n’/ et /I’/ 
Particulation palatale du dos de la langue est un travail accessoire 
(Nebenarbeit),4* qui se combine avec I’articulation apicale (dentale) 
spécifique de ces consonnes, tandis que pour /p/ et /I/ c’est l’articulation 
spécifique de la consonne méme. L’articulation de /n/, /l/ roumains est 
semblable a celle du gn italien et francais!‘ et du gii italien ou de ill 
francais d’avant sa confusion avec yod. 

Donnons quelques exemples aroumains qui présentent /n/, /n’/ et /n/ 
devant la voyelle /a/: /na/ ~ /n’a/ ~ /na/ (/suna/ “il sonnait” < lat. 
sonabat ~ /pun’a/, en graphie traditionnelle punea “il mettait” < lat. 
ponebat ~ /gruna/ “il grognait” > lat. *grunniabat). 

Dans les exemples suivants, ot les trois N sont dans la méme position 
devant /a/, le /n/ est d’origine relativement plus récente, car il est dd a la 
“palatalisation” (“‘palatalisation mutative’’) d’un m suivi d’un yod: /n/ao 
~ /n’/ao ~ /n/ao (/n/ao, prononcé aussi /n/aud “neuve; neuf” < lat. nova 
ou novem ~ /n’/ao, prononcé aussi /n’/aud, en graphie traditionnelle neao 
ou neaud “neige” < lat. nivem ~ /n/ao, prononcé aussi /n/aud'> “agnelle” 
< lat. agnellam; /n/a-le ~ /n’/ale ~ /n/ale(/n/a-le** “‘tiens les” ~ /n’/ale, en 
graphie traditionnelle neale!” ~ /n/ale'® “des agnelles’’). 


12 Voir les palatogrammes de /n/ et de /n’/ bulgares chez Stojko Stojkov (Cr. Crotixos, 
Tlaaataanute cbraacnu B 6bArapcKua KHMKOBEeH e3uK (Sofia, 1952), p. 34 suiv.; du 
méme Ysog B Obarapckata douetuxa (Sofia, 1955), p. 70 suiv. et p. 81 suiv.). Touchant 
les palatogrammes de /n/ et /n’/ roumains, voir Studii si cercetdri lingvistice (SCL), V1 
(1955), p. 21, planche II, dans les mots na et nea (= /n’a/) et p. 201, planche I, palato- 
grammes nr. 3 et 4. 

18 Voir Trubetzkoy, Grundz. d. Phonologie, p. 122 suiv. 

14 Voir le palatogramme du /n/ roumain dans SCL, VI, p. 201, planche I, nr. 10, 
comparé 4a celui du gn francais (ibid., palatogramme nr. 6). 

18 Cf. le daco-roumain mia, miald, prononcé [mja], [mjala], dans les parlers populaires 
{mna], [mnala], [na], [nala], la forme féminine de miel [mjel] (< lat. agnellum). 

16 Na! “tiens” < sl. na; le acc. pl. du pron. pers. ea. Cf. daco-roum. na-/e! “‘tiens-les!”’. 
17° Neale, forme de pluriel de nel < lat. anellum. Cf. dacoroum. inel, pl. inele, en 
ancien daco-roum. inble. 

18 Forme de pl. de /n/ ao, /n/ aya < agnellam. La forme d’avant la “‘palatalisation” de 
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Dans les exemples suivants ce sont les trois variétés de L qui se trouvent 
exactement dans la méme position, devant un /a/, ce qui prouve qu’ils’agit 
de trois phonémes autonomes: /la/ ~ /I’a/ ~ /la/ (/la/ “il lave; a” < lat. 
lavat; illac ad ~ /Va/, en graphie traditionnelle /ea “‘interj. eh!, lorsqu’on 
s’adresse 4 une femme ou 4 une jeune fille” < bulg. Je ~ /la/ “il prend” 
< lat. Jevat). 

Les trois variétés de N et L existaitent aussi dans le dacoroumain d’avant 
le XVIe siécle (dans le Banat avant le XVIIle siécle). Dans les formes vi/n/d 
~ vi/n’/d ~ vi/n/d (vi/n/d “qu’il vienne” ou “faute” < lat. *venat, au lieu 
de veniat ou sl. vina ~ vine, prononcé a peu prés vi[n 8] ou vi[n ap “il 
vient” > lat. venit ~ vi/n/e, vi/p/é, vi/n/d “vigne’’ < lat. vinea), il y avait 
les trois phonémes /n/, /n’/ et /n/ suivis du phonéme vocalique /4/ = /e/.”° 
De méme dans /la/ ~ /I’a/ ~ /la/ (/la/ “laver’’, “il lavait”, “a” < lat. 
lavare ou lavabat ou bien illac ad, /Y'a/, écrit lea, en cyrillique ab “‘qu’il 
lave”’, /la/ “il prend” < lat. Jevat), s’opposaient I’un a l’autre dans la méme 
position, devant /a/, les phonémes /l/,/I’/ et /l/. 

L’opposition des trois phonémes consonantiques /n/, /n’/ et /n/ est trés 
fréquente encore de nos jours dans certains parlers populaires, notam- 
ment 14 ov le /n’/ est encore, comme dans le roumain littéraire, une 
apicale diésée (4 timbre phonologique palatal plutét du degré e que du 
degré i) et ot le m suivi d’un yod ou d’un i (< lat. i, sl. /) s’est “palatalisé” 
en devenant une nasale dorso-palatale: /n/. Ces parlers sont répandus 
dans la République Socialiste Soviétique Moldave,”* en Moldavie rou- 


I'm a été *mjale, cf. dacoroum. miele (forme ancienne miale), dial. mnele, nele (< lat. 
agnellae). 

19 Les cartes de l’Atlas Linguistique Roumain offrent d’innombrables exemples de la 
prononciation [ote], [a'a] du groupe écrit en orthographe officielle ne. (Le é désigne une 
voyelle intermédiaire entre e et d). La prononciation actuelle [ne] de ce groupe en 
Valachie est le résultat d’un développement récent. Les formes valaques [kiine], 
[miine], [pi!ne] (= cfine, mfine, piine “chien, demain, pain’’) sont dues a l'anticipation 
de l’élément palatal de I’n diésé dans les formes valaques anciennes [kin‘e], mine], 
[pine]. Des formes intermédiaires du type [mfini'e] peuvent encore etre entendues dans 
certaines régions de la Valachie. 

20 Les voyelles d et e— de méme que é, plus avancée que d et plus reculée que e — sont 
des variantes combinatoires d’un seul phonéme vocalique, le d — qui n’est qu’un e 
reculé vers l’arriére de la bouche (cf. R. Jakobson, K xapaxt. esp. 13. co103a, p. 26, note 
19) — étant conditionné par la consonne non diésée précédente et le e par la consonne 
diésée précédente (voir E. Petrovici, ““Esquisse du systéme phonologique du roumain”’, 
For Roman Jakobson, p. 384; id., Janua Linguarum, III, p. 17 suiv.). 

21 Les parlers moldaves, de la rive gauche du Dniester, dont Roman Jakobson a établi 
le systéme phonologique, semblent avoir confondu /n’/ avec /n/, le premier issu d’un n 
suivi d’une voyelle antérieure et le second d’un m suivi d’un yod ou d’un i. Voir R. 
Jakobson, K xapaxt. esp. 23. co1sa, p. 26. 
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maine, dans le sud-est de la Transylvanie, dans l’est de la Valachie, dans 
la Dobroudja et dans le sud de I’Olténie. 

En voici des exemples: /n/-o ~ /n’/-o ~ /n/-o (/n/-o dat, en langue 
littéraire n-a dat “il n’a pas donné” ~ /n’/-o dat, litt. ne-a dat “il nous a 
donné ~ /n/-o dat, litt. mi-a dat “il m’a donné”’), /n/-am ~ /n’/-am ~ 
/n/-am (/n/-am dus, litt. n-am dus “je n’ai pas emporté” ~ /n’/-am dus. litt. 
ne-am dus** “nous sommes allés” ~ /n/-am dus copilul la scoald, litt. 
mi-am dus copilul la scoala “‘j’ai conduit mon enfant a I’école’’). Les trois 
variétés de N se trouvent dans la méme position, devant /o/ ou devant /a/, 
et représentent trois mots: /n/ “non, ne... pas”, /n’/ “a nous” et /n/ 
“4 moi”. Ce sont bien trois phonémes autonomes. 

En voici des exemples ov /n/, /n’/ et /n/ se trouvent devant les phonémes 
vocaliques /4/ = /e/ et /i/ = /i/: /n-alda/ ~ /n’-4lda/ ~ /n-al da/ (en pronon- 
ciation dialectale moldave [n-al da] ~ [n-&l da] ~ [n-él da], en ortho- 
graphe officielle nu-/ dd “il ne le donne pas” ~ ni-/ dé “‘il nous le donne” 
~ mi-l dé “il me le donne”’), su/n/ind ~ por/n’/ind ~ pri/n/ind (en pro- 
nonciation dialectale moldave [sunind] ~ [porn ind] ~ [prin‘ind®*], en 
orthographe officielle, sunind “en sonnant”’ ~ pornind “en partant” ~ 
primind “en recevant”’). 

Des faits roumains exposés ci-dessus on peut induire que d’autres 
langues aussi, comme par ex. les langues slaves (le vieux tchéque ou le 
vieux russe), ont pu posséder comme phonémes autonomes des n, / 
diésés, opposés aussi bien a des n, / palatals, qu’a des n, ] non diésés 
(durs).% De l’exemple roumain il ressort que, aussi longtemps que /n’/ et 
/?/ gardent l’articulation apicale, leur caractére diésé étant obtenu par un 
travail accessoire du dos de la langue qui se rapproche du palais, et que 


%2 Dans les formes littéraires écrites ne-a, ne-am la voyelle du pronom personnel atone 
(lére pers. du pl.) au datif s’élide dans la prononciation, tandis que le n, tout en étant 
une apicale, garde son timbre phonologique palatal; c’est le phonéme /n’/. Dans 
l’écriture on garde la lettre e, dont la fonction est de marquer le timbre palatal du n 
précédent. La forme atone vd (datif du pronom pers., [léme pers. pl.) élide aussi la 
voyelle dans les mémes conditions: v-a, v-am. Le @ est omis dans I’écriture aussi, le 
caractére non diésé des consonnes roumaines n’ayant pas besoin d’étre marqué dans la 
graphie. Le caractére diésé des consonnes est marqué, en fin de mot, par un i (dans 
l’orthographe officielle de la République Socialiste Moldave par un 5) et a l’intérieur 
du mot — devant une voyelle autre que e ou i — par un e ou i placé entre la consonne 
palatalisée et la voyelle suivante (en orthographe moldave par a, bo, 10, dans le cas de 
l’élision du e des formes atones des pronoms personnels, aussi par e: He-a AaT, He-aM 
Ayc, prononcés ua Aat, Ham Ayc = [n’a], [n’am], le /n’/ étant une apicale diésée). 

% Le [i] est un i légérement reculé vers l’arriére. 

*%4 Pour la discussion si le vieux russe distinguait ou non phonologiquement le n diésé 
du n palatal, voir R. Jakobson, Rem. s. I’ évol. phon. d. russe, p. 61 et p. 107, note 39. 
Voir aussi Horace G. Lunt, For Roman Jakobson, p. 311. 
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/n/ et /l/ gardent leur articulation spécifique dorso-palatale (non apicale), 
la différence phonologique entre /n/, /I/ et /n’/, /I’/ peut se maintenir méme 
aprés que ces deux derniéres consonnes, de variantes combinatoires, sont 
devenues des phonémes corrélatifs autonomes (par ex. aprés la chute des 
jers faibles dans les langues slaves). 


SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 


by 
M. HALLE AND R. JAKOBSON 
Cambridge, Mass. 


In January 1957 in the Phonetic Cabinet of the Czech Language Institute 
at the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, Research Fellows B. Boro- 
vitkova and J. Ondratkovd4 made tape recordings of the Roumanian 
dialectal word samples with a phonemic distinction of /n/ - /n,/- /p/ and 
/l/ - /l,/ - /\/i n Professor E. Petrovici’s pronounciation (according to his 
transcription: /n/ - /n’/ - /n/ and /1/ - /I’/-/l1/), e.g. /no dat / n-a dat “the did 
not give’’, /n,o dat/ ne-a dat “he gave us”, /no dat/ mi-a dat “he gave 
me”; /nam dus/ n-am dus “I did not carry”, /n,am dus/ “we went”, /nam 
dus/mi-am dus... “IT led my ...”. Also Roumanian literary word samples 
with a phonemic distinction of four classes of consonants were recorded 
from the same speaker: 1) non-sharp non-flat (non-palatalized, unrounded), 
2) sharp non-flat (palatalized, unrounded), 3) non-sharp flat (non-palata- 
lized, rounded), 4) sharp flat (palatalized, rounded):! /n/ - /n,/- /n’/- /n’,/ 
etc.; for instance, /bata/ batd “let him beat’’, /b,ata/ beatd “‘drunk” (f.sg.), 
/b°ata/ boatd “club”, /tarab°,ara/ tdrdbioard “‘little stall’’; /lasai/ lasd “‘he 
lets”, /'asi/ leasdé “bushes”; /fal°as4/ faloasd “proud” (f.sg.), /l°,arka/ 
leoarcaé “‘soaked to the bone”. Spectrograms of these records were made 
in the Acoustic Laboratory of M.I.T. by M. Halle. 

Unfortunately the noisy environment, in which the Phonetic Cabinet 
of the Czech Language Institute is located, seriously impaired the quality 
of the recordings. None the less, the spectrographic data on the transition 
from the consonants to the adjacent (following or preceding) vowels 
provides information about the essential acoustic difference of the three 
Roumanian dialectal N-phonemes or L-phonemes and also of the four 


1 E. Petrovici, Kann das Phonemsystem einer Sprache durch fremden Einfluss um- 
gestaltet werden? (The Hague, 1957), p. 25, characterizes them as 1) y- colored, 2) i- 
colored, 3) u- colored, 4) ii- colored. 
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Roumanian consonantal classes: non-sharp non-flat, sharp non-flat, non- 
sharp, flat, sharp flat. 

The Roumanian dialectal palatal /p/ like the palatalized /n,/ displays a 
sharply rising second formant but in contradistinction to /n/ and to /n,/ the 
second and third formants of the palatal /n/ approach each other in 
frequency. Thereby they produce a concentration of energy in the region 
of the second formant — the characteristic mark of compactness, obviously 
absent in the diffuse phonemes /n/ and /n,/. 

As to the four classes of litrary Roumanian consonants in Petrovici’s 
samples, the palatalized consonants adjacent to back vowels produce 
positive (rising) transitions, while non-palatalized consonants show no 
sharply transition. Before front vowels palatalized consonants produce no 
transitions while non-palatalized consonants exhibit sharply negative 
(falling) transitions. Rounding produces a lowering of all formants, 
especially of the second formant. Sharp flat (palatalized, rounded) con- 
sonants, a rare phonemic variety, noted in Kasmiri, in Dungan-Chinese, 
in Abkhaz, and finally in Roumanian, had previously not been subjected 
to acoustic analysis. The spectrograms of these consonants in Petrovici’s 
pronounciation disclose an absolute lowering of all formants (due to 
rounding) together with a positive (rising) transition of the second formant 
in the adjacent back vowel. 

The coexistence of the palatal phonemes /p/ and /]/ with the palatalized 
phonemes /n,/ and /l,/ in Aroumanian and of the palatal phoneme /n/ 
with the palatalized phoneme /n,/ in some Daco-roumanian dialects, 
pointed out by Professor Petrovici, offers an instructive lesson for Slavic 
historical phonology. In all Slavic languages, nasal consonants contain 
the primary tonality feature — grave vs. acute: /m/ - /n/. To this pair of 
diffuse nasals some Slavic languages, as Serbocroatian, Czech, and Slo- 
vak, oppose one compact nasal /n/, thus complementing the primary 
tonality feature by a sonority feature. In other Slavic languages, the 
sonority feature of the nasal consonants was abolished, and besides the 
primary tonality feature, there arose a secondary tonality feature: sharp 
/n,/ and /m,/ were opposed to the non-sharp /n/ and /m/.? Finally in a 
few instances, particularly in Slovenian dialects, nasal consonants possess 
no other phonemic feature than grave vs. acute. The Roumanian (and 
Aroumanian) example testifies, however, that Slavic languages, which by 
loosing the weak yers acquired the distinction sharp vs. non-sharp (/n,/ - 
/n/), might have at the same time preserved the distinction compact vs. 


2 For the concepts of sonority and tonality features cf. our study “Phonology and 
Phonetics”, Manual of Phonetics (Amsterdam, 1957), pp. 233 ff. 
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diffuse (/n/ - /n/ and /n,/. This would easily explain the different treatment 
of /p/, /n,/ and /n/ in Old Czech: na lem < *na njemb; voc. *Jéne < 
*Jan,e; instr. Janem < *jansms. Also the consistent distinction of /n/, 
/n,/ and /n/in some Old Russian spelling schools — na, Ha, Hia — should 
no longer puzzle the philologists.* Later the pattern was simplified: in 
Russian by the merger of /p/ with /n,/, and in Czech by the merger of 
/n,/ either with /p/ or with /n/. 


* Cf. L. Vasil’ev, “C xaxum sByKom Moraa accoymuposatsca 6ykBa ‘HeMOTUpO- 
BaHHBI 10C MaAbIli’ B COSHAHMM TMIMCYOB HCKOTOpHIX ApeBHeiumx pyccKux 
naMaTHukos”’, Pyc, Dua. Becruux, LXIX (1913). 
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0. Robert Gauthiot’s thesis and monograph (Le parler de Buividze: 
Essai de description d’un dialecte lituanien oriental, Bibliothéque de 
l’Ecole des Hautes Etudes, 146e fascicule, Paris, 1903) remains a capital 
contribution to our descriptive understanding of Lithuanian. Despite 
the fact that it is very brief and was written half a century ago, there are 
few descriptions in existence of living dialects of immediate and urgent 
interest to Indo-Europeanists that can be compared for clarity, balance, 
and inclusiveness with this short work. Gauthiot’s description, further- 
more, permits us to see in the dialect of the village of Buividze! a phonemic 
system of great inherent interest in a number of particulars. It therefore 


1 Buividze, or BuivYdziai, lies in the far north-east of the Lithuanian area. On 
Lithuanian dialects, see A. Senn, Lithuanian Dialectology (Supplement to The American 
Slavic and East European Review) (Menasha, 1945); E. Hermann, “Einteilung der 
litauischen Mundarten”, Nachrichten d. Akad. d. Wiss. in Géttingen, Phil.-hist. Klasse, 
1948, pp. 137-9. 

Without entering into the complex details of Baltic dialectology here, we may note 
that certain large dialect areas of Lithuanian are marked off by important structural 
phonemic isoglosses. Based on these observations, which in turn I draw from data 
derived from the above works and others voluminously cited therein, I present here 
an outline schema of the genetic relationship of the main Lithuanian dialects as I see 
them. From the ensuing phonemic description, it will be apparent where the 
AukStai¢iai dialect of Buividze fits in this schema. The precise position of the 
Zemaitiai Dénininkai and Déunininkai dialects is not absolutely certain; it is possible 
that their positions should be reversed. 


*Proto-Lithuanian 


*Zemaiciai *AukStaiviai 
Dé6nininkai *Déunininkai {l] *[t] 


Déun- Déanininkai (t] /t/-dialects 
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seems worthwhile restating this phonology on an up-to-date basis in so 
far as Gauthiot’s data and formulations permit. References throughout 
are to Gauthiot’s paragraph numbers; mere quotation or paraphrase of 
Gauthiot’s presentation are, in the interests of brevity, avoided. 

1. CONSONANTS (C). These are set forth for the most part in 18; they 
may be listed in sets, according to their sequential distributions, as 
follows: /p tk §/; /b d g 2/; /& 3/; /s z/; /v/; /j/. Where the opposition of 
voicing applies, the voiceless consonants are voiceless fortes; the “voiced” 
phonemes have two congruent sets of allophones: voiceless lenis pre- 
juncturally, voiced lenis elsewhere. All members of C and R (see below) 
have palatalized allophones before /e/ and /i/ (19). /v/ has the allophone 
[u] after /1/; [v] elsewhere (17). 

The phonemic status of /j/ is proved by at least two considerations: (1) 
Sequences of the type /jV/ contrast with /iV/ in a fashion that would 
entail very complicated statements of the syllabification function of 
other phonemes if the reverse were assumed: e.g. /ii/ “in”: /ji/ “she”. 
(2) The segments analyzed as /j/ do not participate in syllabic tonal 
phenomena which characterize the domain of vowels. Special allophones 
for clusters of the form /Cj/ are discussed in 21. 

Clusters of up to three C’s seem characteristically to occur; in clusters 
of three the initial member is a sibilant, the middle member is a shibilant, 
or the final member is /v/ or /j/. Clusters may be extended at the end 
(but not at the beginning of the cluster) by the addition of a member of 
R in consonantal function. Clusters are homogeneous with respect to 
voicing (in the case of phonemes to which this correlate is relevant); 
morphophonemic replacements conform to this distributional restriction 
by assimilating to the following C (23.3). /IC/ and /tC/ occur depending 
on whether /e i/ or /a u/, respectively, follow, thus matching in their 
palatality the consequent allophones of C (23.1). 

2. JUNCTURE (J). At least one juncture, which we will write /+:/, can 
be discerned in the allophones of vowels and of the voiced consonants 
(8, 29, 30). 

3. Stress (S). Between junctures, one major distinctive peak of 
intensity /'/ occurs; its sequential locus is assigned to a position immediate- 
ly preceding a vowel, but its allophonic domain extends forward through 
all immediately succeeding syllabics (i.e. including members of both V 
and R). The allophonic pattern of intensity peaks within the syllable 
depends upon the co-occurring sequence of T which accompanies those 
syllabics; that is, when T does not occur on the first syllabic (douce, or 
geschliffen intonation), an extra peak of allophonic intensity occurs along 
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with T (25). Apart from this behaviour with respect to T, where the 
second peak is perhaps the more noticeable, the allophonic peak of S 
centers on the V before which it is written. The distribution and allo- 
phonic effect of /'/ on vowels are mentioned by Gauthiot in 1, 6, and 9, 
but the effects of S and T are so pervasive as to be observed best by 
sampling throughout the monograph. Some comment on morphophon- 
emics and diachronic distributions within the history of Lithuanian 
(based on the well known observations of de Saussure) is given in 4 and 5; 
6 discusses the allophonic effects of S in terms of intensity on neighbouring 
syllables. 

We also gather from 6 the existence of a nonpredictable, and therefore 
phonemic, secondary intensity accent /,/, which never occurs on a syllable 
adjacent to one bearing /'/; it is presumed that the allophones of this 
secondary /,/ are similar to those of the primary /'/. 

Examples of S will be seen in the following section (§ 6) on vowels. 

4. Tone (T). This phonemic category could just as well be called 
“pitch”, but, since I feel reasonably certain that structure points based 
on acoustical frequency and extending over intonational contour spans 
exist in Lithuanian in some way parallel to those of English (and other 
European languages), and since, from my own listening to Lithuanian, 
dimensions (which I find it very difficult to specify) other than that of 
frequency seem to be important to this prosodic feature, I reserve the 
term “pitch” for use in the study we so badly need of Lithuanian in- 
tonational phonemics. 

As has just been intimated, the distinctive, and therefore phonemic, 
peak /"/ consists allophonically of an intonation de hauteur (25), which I 
shall leave untranslated. In the Lithuanian which I have heard it strikes 
me as a feature of tempo (deceleration) as much as anything else; if that 
is so, it would then reasonably explain the apparent second peak in S: 
In that event, S could be described as a quick-rising slow-falling intensity 
curve over a syllabic(s), and T would be a locus of deceleration occurring 
either earlier or later in that curve. The further implication of this last 
is that a minimal S, which was dodged in the last section on grounds of 
insufficient information, would also have to be posited, since T is stated 
to occur in both “stressed” and “unstressed” syllables (2). 

T occurs with sequences of two or more syllabics, with either the first 
or the last, but not with both; i.e., there is only one T to a syllable. 
Every sequence of two or more syllabics is accompanied by a T. It is the 
simplicity of this formulation that recommends the bivocalic analysis of 
long vowels offered below. It is interesting to note that our analysis of 
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the syllabic system, arrived at through a variety of considerations based 
on the total distributional phonemic picture, is closely analogous to the 
ingenious typographic system employed by Jaunys (referred to by 
Gauthiot, 2); the main difference in the result is that, in accordance with 
more recent theory, we have recognized the separate status as phonemic 
entities of S and T by assigning them separate symbols, instead of 
representing them as modifications of typographical signs that primarily 
stand for other phonemes. 

Our departure from traditional scientific accentuation consists in 
disengaging, as separate phonemes, S and T, which are conventionally 
covered by a single portmanteau set of accent signs with internally skew 
quasi-morphophonemic applications. Thus, to equate our system with 
traditional orthography (where tradition uses any accents at all): 

['WV/=V 
['VV/=V¥ 


For a compact account of the conventional system, the reader is referred 
to Leskien, Litauisches Lesebuch (Heidelberg, 1919), §§ 8-10, pp. 127-8. 
It seems preferable to consider that T does not occur with sequences 
of a single syllabic; this is surely true if the analysis offered above of the 
allophonics is anything near the truth. 
Numerous examples will be found in the section (§ 6) below on vowels. 
5. RESONANTS (R). These phonemes /r 11 n m/, as a class, have the 
broadest distributions found in the language: before and after V, before 
and after C, as members of syllabic nuclei and not, with and without T; 
the only restriction seems to be their nonoccurrence immediately after S. 
They have two sets of congruent allophones which may be captioned 
[R] when preceded by V and not immediately followed by /j/ or V, [R] 
elsewhere; for details see 17. Before /k/, the allophone of /n/ is [n] (23.2). 
/l/ and /t/ are poorly opposed. /l/ occurs only before C and /i/ (20); 
/l'iiksmas/ “gai”: /t'inkas/ “Polonais”. See also Gauthiot’s Appendix. 
For examples of participation with T in syllabic nuclei, see the following 
section. 
6. VOwELs (V). On the basis of the allophones listed by Gauthiot (12), 
one is tempted to set up the following schema: 


Vv V,V, 
jal = [a veoa o] 
je} = fe e& @ 
ome &§ 
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Upon closer scrutiny of his corpus, however, it develops that, for all his 
virtues as a descriptivist from which one would not wish to detract, the 
distributions tabulated by him are slightly more etymological than they 
are descriptive of the total corpus. It is perhaps the immediate ancestor 
of the Buividze dialect rather than Buividze itself that the above state- 
ment describes ; though this last statement should not be accepted hastily 
without very careful detailed proof. In any event, we find the vocoids 
[a] and [o] in contrast, and we therefore assign the first line in the above 
tabulation as follows: 


/al = [a], [>]~ |e) 
/o/ = [o] 


Whether or not this analytical split represents a recent historical phonemic 
split must wait upon further investigation. 

Sequences of VV and VVV occur. All V,V, sequences occur. In mixed 
sequences only one of the set /a o e/ may occur; this sets apart the subset 
fi u/, which shares this distribution with the class R. For clustering 
patterns with S and T, see above. 

Examples of V and V,V, are now offered; these serve at the same time 
to illustrate the incidence of T and, to a limited extent, of S. In each case, 
the phonemic form is glossed first in English and then by the standard 
orthographic Lithuanian (modified in some cases to accomodate 
Gauthiot’s symbolization). 

/t'as/, /t'a/ “this”, tas, ta 
/t'4avas/ “father”, tivas = tévas 
/t'aavo(o)/ (v. 10) “thy”, tavo; /p'aatis/ “husband”, p&tis; /pr'addadu/ 

“I begin”, pradadu = pradedu; /s'aanas/ “old”, sinas = sénas 
/t'omrh/ “those f.loc.pl.”, “this m.instr.sg.”, tom; /t'onn/ or /t'ann/ (7) 

“this m.ill.sg.”, tafi (As a single V /o/ occurs only with R following.) 
/br'dolis/ “brother”, brélis; /kav'dot/ “keep”, kavét 
|t'odks/ “such”, téks; /p'odnas/ “Mr.”, pdnas 
/t'u/ “then”, ti/to; /turj'u/ “I have”, tufd = turid 
/t'au/ “thou”, ta 
/t'uikstuntis/ “1000”, tii'kstufitis (55, 57), but tukstuntis = tukstantis 

(p. 106) 

/&'e/ “here”, & = Gia 
/géer'u/ “I drink”, g4ri = gerit (/ée/ seems to occur only with R following.) 
/tr'eéSes/ “third”, trédes 
/t'i/ ~ /t'ii/ “there”, ti/ti; /tr'is/ “3 (acc.)”, tris 
1; “mor ning”, ritas = rytas; /g'fivas/ “living”, givas = gyvas 
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/tr'iis/ “3 (nom.)”, tris = tris 

6.1 MIxED SYLLABIC NUCLEI. Perhaps the most interesting aspect of 
Lithuanian phonemic structure is the shape of syllabic nuclei (sequences 
of syllabics accompanied by but one S and one T) when the segmental 
members are mixed. The table presented by Gauthiot (13), which in 
light of the preceding sections can be treated as a table of approximate 
allophones and combinations, is reproduced: 


LONGUES (FERMEES) BREVES (OUVERTES) 
RUDES DOUCES RUDES DOUCES 
ua ud uo (ua 4)! id. 
ia ié ie (ie e) id. 
or ér fr dir af ef if uf ar ér ir ur af ef if uf 
61 41 fl dl al el il ul al él il ul al el il ul 
in in ufi if un in ufi if 
afi of afi of 
fim im um im um im un im 
oi ai ai ai aé 
Ui ui wu i a 
au ai au aid 


This table is now reinterpreted phonemically; the arrangement is the 
same, except that lines three and four of the original have been combined. 


tua (or /iuo/?) u0d Uo (~ ta ~ 27)? ud(~ ua) 

fie ieé fe ié 

dor, dol arf, all ar, al af, al 
(orf, olf?) 

éer, éel erf, ell ér, él ef, el 

fir, iil irf, ill ir, il if, if 

uur, uul urf, ull ur, ul uf, ul 

uun, jin unn, inn un, in un, in 
ann, onn an, on 

uum, iim umrh, imrmh um, im urh, ith 

doi eii ai ei 

wui uii ui (~ wu) ui (~ ut) 

aau auu au au (ou?)/ 


It is hard to tell whether the last item is to be interpreted as /a/, or /o/, or as an 
imprecisely transcribed variant of /ia/. Where I place a question mark, it means that 
I am in doubt which phonemic interpretation is to be considered correct; Gauthiot’s 
data seem insufficient for a decision. Where an unqualified variant is added parenthetic- 


ally, it is to indicate that simple morphophonemic substitution seems to be freely 
admissible. 








_ ioe s ro 4+ fe aw NO eK 
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It will be noted that, in general, in sequences of VVV (where R = V), 
the middle V agrees with the pitched V. 

Two advantages to the analysis become apparent in the treatment of 
mixed syllabic sequences: 
1. The formulation in VV terms yields an allophonic distribution that 
conforms to the qualitative allophones of V otherwise set up. 
2. The “total participation” of the syllabics in the syllable structure, 
whereby both the beginning and the end elements may be long (i.e. 
double) and whereby no part is a constant margin (as in the case of 
English /y w h/), produces a characteristic harmonious interplay between 
segmental syllabics and prosodic items. This striking configuration, it 
may be noted, comes as a corollary to the fundamental precept in lin- 
guistic analysis, as applied in this problem from Lithuanian, that we 
must always seek to broaden distributions (Harris, Methods, § 9.1). 

The analysis of these sequences has one further particular interest: 
The members of R here behave exactly like those of V, thus giving a 
confirmation of their special status. 


APPENDIX ON STRESS AND TONE 


If we are to believe Gauthiot’s data, my analysis is justified. See 
Hjelmslev’s remarks, Studi baltici 6.14 (1937), however, expressly 
denying free intonation in unstressed syllables and agreeing with Leskien’s 
statement. His further remarks depend on “neutralization” reasoning 
(“actualized” and “non-actualized”) and leave the state of affairs unclear 
to me, despite the later “interpretation” (p. 33) that appears to lack the 
crucial overt information as to which syllable gets the MAIN stress - 
information which however seems to be relegated to a position of triviality 
(pp. 34-5). The first desideratum would seem to be some fresh data and 
a detailed OvERT analysis. If Hjelmslev is categorically right that 
Lithuanian has intonations only in stressed syllables — and Gerullis’ 
phonetic observations support this - then Trager has advanced the most 
economical analysis (Language, Culture and Personality (Sapir Fest- 
schrift), Menasha, 1941, p. 139). 

We cannot, however, take seriously Hjelmslev’s categorical “law” (p. 
22) that languages may have only one category of “accents” and one 
category of “modulations” (hence allegedly excluding for Baltic languages 
both present and past a stress system independent of syllabic intonation). 
We must claim for languages only what we actually find, and each new 
set of data must be organized as best it sorts itself out, whatever the 
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divergences from our former experience. Our knowledge of “accent” and 
“modulation” systems is still rudimentary and restricted. “Laws” based 
on small samples, if taken seriously, may well serve only to hinder progress. 

There is no need to discuss in detail Hjelmslev’s formulation in the 
article cited above; it is eloquently presented, and the interested reader 
may work through it for himself. Suffice it to say that (and this becomes 
quite clear by pp. 28-9) Hjelmslev’s cénématémes would reply in our 
system to morphophonemes extracted without overt intermediate 
phonemic analysis. It is hard, however, to see how “implication”, which 
would seem superficially like a roll-up of our morphophonemics and 
distributional phonemic restriction, can be based on substitution (p. 31) 
between entities which have already been declared functional identities. 

Without wishing to enter in extenso into an old argument, I simply 
state that the procedure here followed, and the system thus disclosed, is 
not so much “superior” (or more “orthodox”) than others advanced, as 
that it gives more information, probes more searchingly with comparable 
economy, about total distributions and the status of relationships and 
functions on all levels. 
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ZUR ENTSTEHUNG DER FLEXION IN DER KINDERSPRACHE 


EIN BEITRAG AUF DER GRUNDLAGE 
DES LETTISCHEN SPRACHMATERIALS 


von 
VELTA RUKE-DRAVINA 
Lund 


1. Die bisherigen Forschungen iiber die Kindersprache, soweit diese von 
Linguisten durchgefiihrt sind, beziehen sich nur in begrenztem Umfang 
auf die Morphologie, so dass die Worte K. Biihlers, die er 1922 iiber das 
Entstehen der flektierenden Syntax gedussert hat, noch heute aktuell sind: 
“Wir haben kaum die ersten Schritte in dies wundervolle Forschungs- 
gebiet getan .. .””? 

Dies beruht vor allem darauf, dass die Erfassung morphologischer 
Erscheinungen der Kindersprache eine schwerere und verwickeltere Auf- 
gabe ist als z.B. die des Lautbestandes oder des Wortschatzes. Denn die 
Darstellung morphologischer und syntaktischer Eigentiimlichkeiten der 
Sprache eines kleinen Kindes ist erst dann méglich, wenn man schon eine 
gute Ubersicht iiber den phonetischen Stand dieser Sprache gewonnen hat. 

Die Mehrzahl der bisher veréffentlichten linguistischen Studien iiber 
die Kindersprache begrenzt sich ausserdem auf die ersten zwei Lebens- 
jahre.? Da aber die Entwicklung der Flexion gew6hnlich erst um das Ende 
des zweiten Jahres beginnt, fallt die Entstehung des Deklinations- und 
Konjugationssystems ausserhalb des Rahmens solcher Untersuchungen. 

Dazu kommt, dass die meisten Forschungen auf dem Gebiet der ger- 
manischen Sprachen durchgefiihrt sind, die flexionsarm sind und deshalb 
fiir die morphologische Entwicklung nicht besonders viel bieten kénnen. 
In den meisten slawischen wie auch baltischen Sprachsystemen spielt aber 
die Flexion eine héchst bedeutende Rolle. Gerade deshalb darf man 
hoffen, dass Regeln von allgemeiner Giiltigkeit fiir das Auftreten der 
flektierenden Deklination und Konjugation gerade bei Studien der 
Sprache der baltischen und slawischen Kinder zu gewinnen waren. Es ist 
ja denkbar - und schon auf Grund der vorliegenden Untersuchungen 


1K. Biihler, ““Vom Wesen der Syntax”, Festschrift Karl Vossler (1922), S. 83. 
2 Siehe u.a. die Literatur (bis 1946) in: Werner F. Leopold, Bibliography of Child 
Language (Evanston, 1952). 
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sogar beweisbar! — dass einige allgemeine morphologische Gesetze betr. 
der Entstehung der Flexion in der Kindersprache festzustellen sind, die 
fiir alle fiektierenden Weltsprachen giiltig sein kénnten — auf dieselbe 
Weise, wie dies von Roman Jakobson seinerzeit® in bezug auf die Laut- 
entwicklung vermutet wurde. 

Bei der Auswertung des Sprachmaterials der kleinen Kinder mag aber 
die Aufmerksamkeit noch auf einige andere wichtige Faktoren gelenkt 
werden. So diirfte man nicht den Umstand ausser Acht lassen, dass das 
Studium der Kindersprache zugleich das Studium der lebendigen Um- 
gangssprache iiberhaupt ist. Die Rede der Erwachsenen spiegelt sich 
namlich bei dem Kinde ab, aber auch die Umwelt passt sich einigermassen 
dem Kinde an. 

Von besonderem Gewicht ist aber, dass viele sprachliche Prozesse in 
der Sprache der kleinen Kinder leichter zu beobachten sind als bei den 
Erwachsenen, weil diese sich in kurzem Zeitraum verfolgen lassen. Die 
Formen entstehen und werden umgewandelt sozusagen direkt vor unseren 
Augen (Ohren), wahrend ahnliche Veranderungen in der Sprachgeschichte 
oft Jahrzehnte oder sogar Jahrhunderte brauchen. In dieser Hinsicht 
k6énnen die Beobachtungen auf dem Gebiet der Kindersprache zuweilen 
auch auf die Formenentstehung in der Geschichte der betreffenden Nor- 
malsprache Licht werfen. 


2. Leider gibt es nur einige wenige griindlichere Untersuchungen iiber die 
morphologischen Probleme der Kindersprache aus der flexionsreichen 
slawischen Sprachgruppe. Das Wichtigste bietet uns das Polnische, vor 
allem durch die Leistungen von L. Kaczmarek,* P. Smoczynski> und 
S. Br. Pfanhauser.* Uber die bulgarische Sprache kann der Aufsatz von 
I. A. Gheorgov’ vom Jahre 1908 erwahnt werden. Die Beobachtungen 
tiber die Sprache einiger russischer Knaben vom Ende des vorigen Jahr- 
hunderts sind unbedeutend,® und das wissenschaftliche Interesse fiir diese 
Probleme im Russischen ist erst jetzt wieder von neuem erweckt worden, 


3 R. Jakobson, Kindersprache, Aphasie und allgemeine Lautgesetze (Uppsala, 1940). 
4 L. Kaczmarek, Ksztaltowanie sie mowy dziecka (Posen, 1953). 

5 P. Smoczynski, Przyswajanie przez dziecko podstaw systemu jezykowego (Lodz, 1955). 
6 S. Brenstiern Pfanhauser, ‘“‘Rozw6j mowy dziecka’’, Prace Filologiczne, XV (War- 
schau, 1930), S. 273-356. 

7 I. A. Gheorgov, Ein Beitrag zur grammatischen Entwicklung der Kindersprache 
(Leipzig, 1908). 

8 A. Aaexcanapos, ,,/jbrckaa pbap’’, Pyccxiit @uaoaormueckiit BbcTHuKb, X 
(Warschau, 1883), S. 86-120; b. Baarosbmencxiii, ,,/brcxaa pas”, Pyccxiit hu- 
Aoaormueckiii BECTHUKB, XVI (Warschau, 1886), S. 71-101. 
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yor allem durch die Beitrige von A. Gvozdev® und K. Cukovskij.!° 

Betreffs der baltischen Sprachgruppe ist mein Werk, soweit bekannt, 
das erste und bisher das einzige. Das Belegmaterial und die darauf zu 
griindenden Folgerungen in diesem Aufsatz sind namlich der Mono- 
graphie (z.Z. im Manuskript) iiber die Sprachentwicklung eines lettischen 
Knaben in Schweden entnommen. Die Tag fiir Tag aufgezeichneten 
Notizen umfassen die Zeitperiode von 0;6 bis 3;1 und -— mit weniger 
pedantischer Genauigkeit, jedoch mit Aufzeichnungen wenigstens einmal 
in der Woche - weiter bis zum Ende seines vierten Lebensjahres (1950- 
1953). Es mag hinzugefiigt werden, dass wahrend der Beobachtungs- 
periode die Beriihrung mit dem Schwedischen oder irgend einer anderen 
Sprache als dem Lettischen so unbedeutend klein war, dass man hier 
darauf véllig verzichten kann. Von dem umfangreichen Material ist im 
folgenden nur das ausgewahlit worden, was in diesem Zusammenhang 
wichtig zu sein schien. 


3. Einige einleitende Bemerkungen kénnen am Anfang am Platz sein. 
Was bedeutet nun eigentlich das Auftreten der Flexion in der Sprache der 
Kinder? Im Gegensatz dazu, wie das kleine Kind einzelne Laute oder 
Worter nachahmt, geniigt bei der Ubernahme morphologischer oder 
syntaktischer Eigentiimlichkeiten die einfache Imitierung nicht. Hier 
handelt es sich um die Aneignung gewisser Spracheigentiimlichkeiten, die 
dann analog auf eine ganze Reihe ahnlicher Erscheinungen iibertragen 
werden. 

Wohl steht die Aneignung morphologischer Merkmale im engen Zu- 
sammenhang mit dem allgemeinen phonetischen Stand der Sprach- 
entwicklung des Kindes. Uberhaupt ist es ja auch aus der Sprachgeschichte 
gut bekannt, dass weitgehende phonetische Verainderungen die Umwand- 
lung des ganzen Flexionssystems zur Folge haben. 

Bei dem kleinen Kind geniigt die in lautlicher Hinsicht erreichte 
Sprechfahigkeit jedoch nicht, um es zum richtigen Gebrauch einer Endung 
zu befahigen. Es reicht z.B. nicht, -s im Auslaut gemass den Normen der 
betr. Normalsprache aussprechen zu kénnen. Erst dann, wenn dieses -s 
als Merkmal einer gewissen Kasuskategorie aufgefasst und analog auch 
anderen Wortern angefiigt wird, kann man von der Ubernahme des -s als 
einer Kasusendung sprechen. Nur so wird es begreiflich, weshalb zuweilen 
von dem kleinen Kinde ein gewisser Laut in einem Wort gebraucht wird, 


* A.H. Tso3ges, DopmuposaHue y pebeHka rpamMaTwueckoro CTpoa pyccKoro 
asnika (Moskau, 1949). 
10K. Uyxoscxuit, Or aByx Jo natu (Moskau, 1955). 
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wahrend derselbe Laut in einem anderen Wort fehlt, obwohl die phone- 
tischen Bedingungen in beiden Formen gleich sind. Die Erklarung liegt 
namlich darin, dass die morphologische Funktion dieses Lautes in beiden 
Fallen nicht dieselbe ist und dass das Kind in seiner Sprachentwicklung 
noch nicht so weit gekkommen ist, um alle diese Funktionen zu entdecken. 

Wollen wir dies mit einem Beispiel aus der Sprache des beobachteten 
lettischen Knaben illustrieren. Mit 1;11 hatte das Kind die Kasusendung 
-s schon als Kennzeichen fiir den Gen. Sg. iibernommen, nicht aber 
gleichzeitig auch fiir den Nom. Pl. So enthielt ein am 18.8.1951 fixierter 
Satz die Genitivform mit -s, wahrend dieser Laut in der darauffolgenden 
Pluralform noch fehlte: tu ifa tgts mafita (= tur iekSd tétes majitas)" “dort 
inne /sind/ Papas Sachen’”. In der Normalsprache enden die beiden 
Kasus der betr. W6rter auf -s: Gen. Sg. tétes (zu téte) und Nom. PI. 
maiitas (zu majita). Erst einige Wochen spater, da dem Kinde -s als 


Merkmal fiir die Pluralkategorie klar geworden war, tauchte diese Endung 


auch im Nom. PI. auf. 

Weiter muss betont werden, dasses sichin der vorliegenden Untersuchung 
nicht um den passiven Verstand des Inhalts verschiedener Flexionsfor- 
men handelt, sondern um die Aneignung formeller Sprachmittel, die zum 
Ausdruck dieses Inhalts dienen. Denn passiv versteht das Kind die Be- 
deutung verschiedener Kasus- oder Verbalformen schon lange bevor es 
selbst imstande ist, die betreffenden Endungen in seiner eigenen Sprache 
aktiv zu gebrauchen —- auf dieselbe Weise, wie das kleine Kind die ver- 
schiedenen Laute seiner Umgebung gut auffassen kann, auch wenn es 
selbst noch nicht fahig ist, diese Laute nachzuahmen. Schon um 1;6 war 
dem lettischen Kinde z.B. die Bedeutung des Fragepronomens kas? “‘wer? 
was?” und Akk. kuo? “wen? was?” ganz klar. Ein um 1;7 fixiertes Ge- 
sprach zwischen der Mutter und dem Kinde zeigt, dass auch die Dativform 
kam? “‘wem?”’ richtig verstanden wurde: 
M.: kam tad Dainis dués 3zeft ka*kao? “wem wirst du denn Kakao zu 
trinken geben?” 
K.: acis! (= ldcis) “der Bar’. 

Den Inhalt der Frage mit dem Dativ kam? hatte das Kind also richtig auf- 


11 In Klammern wiederhole ich die entsprechenden Formen, wie diese in der Sprache 
der Umwelt zu héren waren. Zur Wiedergabe der Rede des Knaben verwende ich die in 
den lettischen mundartlichen Texten eingebiirgerte Schreibweise; da sich auch die 
offizielle Rechtschreibung des Lettischen im grossen und ganzen auf das phonetische 
Prinzip griindet, ist folglich ziemlich leicht zu ersehen, inwieweit die Formen in der 
Aussprache des Kindes von ihren Vorbildern abwichen. Im Familienkreis waren auch 
einige individuelle Bildungen im Gebrauch, die nicht ganz mit den Normen der Schrift- 
sprache iibereinstimmen, z.B. mgmme od. mgemme “Mama”’. 
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gefasst. Da sich aber die Flexion in seiner Sprache zu dieser Zeit noch 
nicht ausgebildet hatte, griff es in seiner Antwort nach der formellen 
Nominativform (/dcis statt ldcim). 

Weiter mag unterstrichen werden, dass es sich hier nicht um die un- 
mittelbare Wiederholung der Flexionsformen handelt, die das Kind eben 
im Munde der Erwachsenen gehdrt hat, sondern um den selbstandigen 
aktiven Gebrauch solcher Formen. (Bei der augenblicklichen Imitierung 
erscheint das Wort ja immer in phonetisch korrekterer Form!). 


4. Im folgenden skizziere ich in grossen Ziigen den Entwicklungsprozess 
der Flexion bei dem von mir beobachteten lettischen Knaben. Zuerst 
einige Worte iiber den Aufbau des DEKLINATIONSSYSTEMS. 

Die ersten Anfange verschiedener Kasusendungen wurden um 1;7 
notiert: vereinzelte Fille wie Akk. ka-ku (= katlu) “den Kessel” im 
Gegensatz zu Nom. ka-ka (= katls) “der Kessel”. Ein rascher Entwick- 
lungsprozess der Flexion begann aber erst im letzten Monat des zweiten 
Lebensjahres (1;11). Um diese Zeit, d.h. um das Ende des zweiten Jahres 
war die allgemeine Sprachentwicklung schon ziemlich weit fortgeschritten. 
Der Knabe besass schon einen ziemlich reichen Wortschatz, wenn auch 
vielfach noch in phonetisch unvollendeter Form — die totale Anzahl der 
aktiv gebrauchten, registrierten Wérter war schon etwas iiber 600 ge- 
stiegen. In bezug auf den Bestand des Wortschatzes nach Wortklassen, 
beherrschte er neben den Substantiven schon ziemlich viele Verben, eine 
gréssere Anzahl Adjektive und Adverbien, wie auch Interjektionen und 
onomatopoetische Worter, die Zahlen 1-3, wie auch einzelne Pronomina. 
Es fehlte aber noch ganz und gar an Konjunktionen und Priapositionen 
(die einzige Ausnahme war sporadisch vorkommendes bez “‘ohne’’). Auch 
syntaktisch war die Sprache des Kindes ziemlich gut entwickelt, so dass 
nicht selten sogar 6-gliedrige Saitze vorkamen. Zur Illustration des all- 
gemeinen Standes der Sprachentwicklung mégen zwei Satze gelten. Beide 
stammen aus den letzten Monaten des zweiten Lebensjahres. Das erste 
Beispiel (1;10): Dai opd giizu ngs (= Dainis opd! gruozu nes) “‘Dainis 
hops! den Korb tragt, d.h. ich hebe den Korb /und/ trage’”’. Die Inter- 
jektion hat also hier die Funktion der Verbform iibernommen, etwa mit 
dem Inhalt “hebt auf”; die Konjuktion un “und” ist in der Sprache des 
Kindes noch nicht da. Statt der Konstruktion mit dem Personalpronomen 
“ich” und der zugehGrigen Verbform (es pace]u “‘ich hebe auf”’) finden wir 
hier eine Ausdrucksweise, die sowohl fiir die Ammensprache wie auch die 
Kindersprache charakteristisch ist, namlich das Kind spricht von sich 
selbst in der 3. Person. Das Objekt giizu hat schon die Akkusativendung 
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-u, obwohl diese Form sonst in phonetischer Hinsicht ziemlich stark von 
dem Vorbild in der Sprache der Erwachsenen abweicht: r fehlt, die vom 
Kinde gebrauchte steigend-gedehnte Intonation stimmt nicht mit dem 
fallenden od. gebrochenen Ton iiberein, mit dem dieses Wort in der 
lettischen Normalsprache ausgesprochen wird. 

Ein anderes Beispiel von 1311: tu nak at'é ti céju (= tur nak aiito |pa/ 
tuo ceju) “dort kommt ein Auto jenes Weges’’. Auch hier sind die Ab- 
weichungen von der Normalsprache gerade in bezug auf die phonetische 
Gestaltung am gréssten. Die Instrumentalform mit der ihr entsprechenden 
Endung ist aber schon da, es fehlt nur die dazugeh6rige Praposition pa. 

Auf dieser Stufe der allgemeinen Sprachentwicklung begann also die 
Flexion zu entstehen. Bei der Ausbildung des Deklinationssystems ent- 
standen die einzelnen Kasusendungen in der Einzahl etwas friiher als in 
der Mehrzahl. Als erstes wurde der formelle Unterschied im Nom. und 
Akk. Sg. ausgebildet (-a, -e im Gegensatz zur Akkusativendung -u, -i) und 
zwar um 1;7-1;9. Schon einen Monat friiher (1;6) waren in der Sprache 
des Kindes die ersten Nominativ- und Akkusativendungen aufgetaucht, 
wurden jedoch noch promiscue gebraucht, d.h. Akkusativform auch mit 
Nominativbedeutung und umgekehrt, z.B. Nom. und Akk. bumba // 
bumbu (= N. bumba, Akk. bumbu )“Ball” oder Nom. und Akk. memme // 
memmi (= N. memme, Akk. memmi)* “Mama”. Die Kasusform war 
also schon da, nicht aber der eigentliche Sinn dieser Form. Erst nach ein 
paar Monaten bekamen diese Flexionsformen auch den richtigen Inhalt. 

Als dritter Kasus, einen Monat spater als die Scheidung von N. und 
Akk., trat die Lokativform Sg. mit der ihr entsprechenden Endung auf 
(1;8-1;10). (Im Lettischen wird der Lokativ ohne Praposition gebildet!). 
Nach einem Monat (1;11) kam noch der Gen. Sg. hinzu, und am Anfang 
des dritten Lebensjahres auch noch der Dat. Sg.!* Damit waren um die 
Jahreswende sémtliche im Lettischen vorkommenden Kasusendungen in 
der Einzahl in die Sprache des Kindes iibernommen worden, mit Aus- 
nahme des Vok. und Instr. Sg. Der Vokativ besitzt aber auch in der let- 
tischen Normalsprache nicht immer eine vom Nominativ abweichende 
12 Memme, memme od. memm war zu dieser Zeit eine eigentiimliche individuelle 
Bildung der Familiensprache, die teilweise als Anpassung an die Aussprache des Kindes 
entstanden war. In der literarischen Sprache enden die é-Stamme auf -e. 

13 Das bedeutet aber keineswegs, dass dem Kinde der Begriff der Zugehérigkeit oder 
AngehGrigkeit bis zu diesem Zeitpunkt fremd gewesen ware. Der Inhalt des Eigentums 
oder der Zugehérigkeit kann aber auch durch flexionsloses Zusammenfiigen ausge- 
driickt werden, z.B. Dai da (= Daina darzin§) ‘‘Dainis” Laufgitter, d.h. mein Lauf- 
gitter’”’ (schon im Alter von 1; 5) oder im Alter von 1; 6 notierte Protestrufe Dai! 


(= Daina!) “‘/die sind/ Dainis’, d.h. die sind meine, die gehéren mir!’’, wenn jemand die 
Sachen des Kindes wegnahm. 
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Endung, und was den Instr. betrifft, so gibt es im Lettischen gewisse Kon- 
struktionen, wo der Instr. dem Akk. gleich ist, d.h. ohne Praposition 
verwendet wird. 

Die formelle Scheidung der NUMERI entwickelte sich etwas spater als 
die der Kasus. Erst um das Ende von 1;11, als die Kasusendungen im 
Nom. und Akk. Sg. schon entstanden waren, erschien -i (bei o- und ijo- 
Stammen) als erstes Merkmal des Plurals im Nominativ. 

Schon um 1;8 tauchten vereinzelte Formen mit der Pluralendung -i auf, 
wurden aber auch noch mit der Singularbedeutung gebraucht, z.B. u:ta 
Zi-gi (= udtrs zifgs) “das andere Pferd”. Die Pluralform war also rein 
phonetisch schon da; der Begriff der Pluralendungen fehlte aber noch. 
Auf der anderen Seite sagte das Kind zu dieser Zeit aber auch d’ivi kupe 
(= divas kufpes) “zwei Schuhe”’, wo der formelle Singular den Inhalt des 
Plurals bzw. des Duals hatte. Der Begriff der Mehrheit war schon da, 
wenn auch ohne formelle Bezeichnung der Pluralform. Noch um 2;0 
wurden im Nom. Pl. von d- und é-Stémmen Formen auf -as, -es parallel 
mit solchen auf -a, -e gebraucht. 

Die Behauptung von Clara und William Stern, dass sich bei der Flexion 
die Scheidung der Numeri in der Kindersprache bedeutend friiher als die 
der Kasus entwickle,!4 wird also durch obige Feststellung auf der Grund- 
lage des lettischen Sprachmaterials nicht bestatigt. Auch psychologisch 
scheint mir die Prioritat der formell ausgebildeten Pluralformen nicht 
dringend notwendig zu sein: denn der Begriff der Mehrheit kann ja leicht 
durch eine formelle Einzahlform ausgedriickt werden, mit dem Zusatz 
eines Zahlwortes oder “‘viele’’, “‘mehrere”’, auf dieselbe Weise, wie es z.B. 
im Germanischen auch in der Normalsprache méglich ist, vgl. deutsch 
zwei Pfund, schwed. tre glas usw. Aus der Sprache des lettischen Knaben 
vgl. auch solche Ausdriicke wie: d’iv ampa (= divas lampas) “zwei 
Lampen” (1;7) oder d’iv kempe (= divas kemmes) “zwei Kimme”’ (1 ;7), 
wo nach dem Zahlwort “zwei” ein formeller Singular folgt. 

Die Sprachentwicklung bei dem lettischen Knaben stimmt aber in bezug 
auf die Aneignung des Pluralzeichens geradezu iiberraschend gut damit 
tiberein, was Leopold bei seinen englisch-deutschsprachigen Kindern be- 
obachtet hat,!5 und zwar, dass das -s als Kasusendung fiir den Gen. Sg. 


14 Clara & William Stern, Die Kindersprache (Leipzig, 1907), S. 221. 

15 “When we compare the chronology of the plural ending and of the possesive 
ending, which are phonetically closely parallel, we find that the possesive was intro- 
duced one month earlier (1; 10) than the plural (1; 11). Neither was well established 
by the end of the year.”” Werner F. Leopold, Speech Development of a Bilingual Child, 
Vol. 3 (1949), S. 84. 
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um einen Monat friiher angeeignet wurde als fiir den Nom. Pl. (bei 
Leopold waren die respektiven Zeitangaben 1;10 und 1;11, in meinem 


Fall - 1,11 und 2;0). N 
Um die Jahreswende und im ersten Monat des dritten Jahres kamen G 
dann auch der Akk., Dat., Lok. und zuletzt auch der Gen. Pl. hinzu. Es 
fehlte noch an Instrumentalisformen beider Numeri, soweit diese im D 
: : a ia A 
Lettischen zusammen mit der Praposition auftreten. 
Wie schon gesagt, war die formelle Scheidung zwischen Nom. und : 
Akk. Sg. die allererste. Am allerspatesten traten dagegen die Kasusformen 
! auf, die im Lettischen mit Hilfe von Prapositionen gebildet werden, und N 
| das sind die Instrumentalisformen. Das hingt wohl damit zusammen, dass G 
die Prapositionen zu den Wortklassen gehéren, die sich das Kind sehr p 
spat aneignet. Erst im Alter von 2;4 begann der lettische Knabe, die A 
ersten Prapositionen 6fter zu gebrauchen (bez “‘ohne”’, péc “‘nach’’), aber Ir 
einige Prapositionen (z.B. uz “‘auf”) erschienen sogar erst wahrend der L 
ersten Hilfte des vierten Jahres. 
Das ganze Paradigma am Anfang des dritten Lebensjahres sah dem- 
zufolge etwa so aus: 
d-Stémme. N 
G 
N. Sg. maja (= maja) “das Haus’’!® D 
Gen. Sg. mda:js (= mdjas. Die aufgezeichnete Form war mit der Be- A 
deutung “vom Haus” gebraucht.) Ir 
; Dat.’ Sg. ? (Es wurde nur einmal eine ungewéhnliche Form mit der L 
‘ Dativbedeutung notiert und zwar faiit'am // faiit'ajam 
| (= spalvai “der Feder’’.) N 
Akk. Sg.  bumbu (= bumbu) “den Ball”’. G 
Instr. Sg. mdju (= uz mdju) “nach Hause’. L 
Lok. Sg. maja (= maja) “im Haus; zu Hause’’. A 
if 
N. PI. ap*s (= lapas) “‘die Blatter’’. L 
Gen. Pl. mait (= majfitu) “der Sachen’’. 
Dat. Pl. ciika:m (= ciikdm) “den Schweinen’’. 
Akk. Pl. = ap*s (= lapas) “die Blatter”’. 
Instr. Pl. kajadm (= kajam) “zu Fuss”. ; D 
Lok. Pl. tikds (= ruokds) “in den Handen; in den Armen’’. . 
A 
16 Es werden nur die wirklich gehérten Kasusformen angegeben. Da ein und dasselbe I 
Wort meistens nicht in allen Kasus registriert war, fiihre ich als Deklinationsbeispiele 
zuweilen mehrere Substantive an, die zu derselben Stammgruppe gehéren. L 
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é-Stamme. 


memme (= memme) “Mama”. 


211 


memm-s (= memmes; am Oftesten fixiert mit der Bedeutung 


pie memmes “zur Mama’’). 

memme' || memme (= memmei) “der Mama”. 
memmi (= memmi) “Mama”. 

memmi (= ar memmi) “mit der Mama’”’. 

méjé (= mélé) “in der Zunge”’. 


kupe |/ (einige Wochen spater) kupes (= kufpes) “‘die Schuhe” 
? 


4 

bi: ds (= bildes) “‘die Bilder’. 

kupém (= uz kufpém) “auf den Schuhen”’. 
? 


o-Stamme. 


da’§ (= darzs) “der Garten”. 


Saka (= uz vaka) “auf dem Deckel (eines Kessels)’’. 
9 


Saku (= vaku) “den Deckel’’. 
dazu (= uz darzu) “nach dem Garten”’. 
daza (= darzd) “im Garten”. 


mati (= mati) “das Haar”. 

ezeju (= ezeru) “der Seen”. 

? 

mat-s (= matus) “das Haar’. 

digim (= pie diegiem) “‘bei (anderen) Garnen’’. 


matiis (= matuds) “im Haar’’. 


iio-Stamme. 


c's (= lacis) “der Bar” ; Sin (= suns) “der Hund”. 


§un (= suna) “des Hundes”’. 
acim (= ldcim) “‘dem Baren’’. 
aci (= léci) “den Baren”’. 

nazi (ar nazi) “mit dem Messer’’. 
sapi (= skapi) “im Schrank”’. 





| 
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N. Pl. kasisi (= kdsisi) “die Haikchen’’. 
In den iibrigen Kasus sind im Plural keine Worter der igo- Stamme zu 
dieser Zeit notiert worden. 


u-Stamme. 
N. Sg. méds |/ méds (= medus) “der Honig”. 
Gen. Sg. ? 
Dat. Sg. ? 


Akk. Sg. me:du (= medu) “den Honig”. 
Instr. Sg. fi: gu (= uz tirgu) “auf den Markt’. 
Lok. Sg. _—_ vidu: (= vidi) “in der Mitte”’. 


i-Stamme. 


N. Sg. ac (= acs; in der Umwelt des Knaben gewoéhnlich als aé 
gesprochen). 

Gen. Sg. nad kek (= naktskrekls) “des Nachthemdes”’. 

Dat. Sg. ? 

Akk. Sg. _isapt'i (= izkapti) “die Sense”’. 

Instr. Sg. _isapt'i (= ar izkapti) “mit der Sense”’. 

Lok. Sg. = a: isi (= ausi) “im Ohr”. 


N. Pl. aci§ “‘die Augen’. 
Gen. Pl. ? 
Dat. ‘PI. ? 


Akk. Pl. = dusi (= ausis) “die Ohren’”’. 
Instr. Pl. kitim (= ap kritim) “um die Brust’. 
Lok. Pl. aci (= acis) “in den Augen”. 


Im allgemeinen méchte ich unterstreichen, dass die Aneignung ver- 
schiedener morphologischer Merkmale nur allmahlich geschah und dass 
die oben festgestellten Zeitangaben fiir das Entstehen der Endungen ver- 
schiedener Kasus nur approximativ sind. Beinahe immer war es so, dass 
sporadische Ansatze zu einem neuen formellen Kasusunterschied schon 
einige Monate vorher auftauchten. Dies sollte ganz einfach darauf hin- 
deuten, dass der Entstehungsprozess einer neuen Flexionskategorie schon 
begonnen hatte. Erst nach einer kiirzeren oder langeren Zeit wurde dann 
diese Endung dem Kinde gelaufig. Aber es gab auch Fille, wo solche 
ersten Anfange in den folgenden Monaten véllig verschwanden, um dann 
spater wieder von neuem zu entstehen. (Dasselbe gilt selbstverstandlich 
auch fiir die Aneignung der Konjugationsformen.) 
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Die Aneignung der verschiedenen Kasusendungen im Plural verlief in 
rascherem Tempo als im Singular, was vielleicht darauf beruht, dass der 
Inhalt der entsprechenden Kasus in der Einzahl dem Kinde schon deutlich 
geworden war. 

Auch erschienen die Kasusendungen in simtlichen Stammklassen nicht 
hundertprozentig gleichzeitig. 

Der Ausgangspunkt fiir das Ubernehmen einer gewissen Endung lag 
meistenteils in solchen Satzen, die sich in der Sprache der Eltern oft wieder- 
holten, so dass das Kind zuerst die ganze Wendung, zusammen mit der 
betreffenden Kasusform, imitierte und erst dann das von hier abstrahierte 
Kasuszeichen auf andere ahnliche WGrter iibertrug. Interessant ist meines 
Erachtens besonders die Beobachtung, dass das Kind eine solche abstra- 
hierte Kasusendung dann auch an solche Formen anhangte, die ihrer 
phonetischen Gestalt zufolge in seiner Sprache zu einer anderen Stamm- 
klasse gehGrten als ihr Vorbild in der Sprache der Umwelt. Vgl. z.B. 
(1;10) Akk. Sg. bazi (= baznicu) “die Kirche” zum Nom. Sg. bage 
(baznica) oder Akk. Sg. aivi (= laivu) “das Boot” zum Nom. Sg. aive 
(= laiva). Da die Formen bage “die Kirche’, aive “‘das Boot” in der 
Sprache des Kindes auf -e endeten, wurden diese gleich den é-Stammen 
behandelt, so dass sie im Akk. die Endung -i erhielten, in vélliger Uber- 
einstimmung mit den allgemeinen Deklinationsnormen im Lettischen. 
Solche Falle zeugen deutlich davon, dass das Kind schon die richtige Auf- 
fassung iiber die wechselseitigen Beziehungen zwischen den Nominativ- 
und Akkusativendungen besitzt und dass es diese Kasusmerkmale auch da 
selbstandig verwenden vermag, wo keine direkten Vorbilder in der Sprache 
der Umwelt vorliegen. 

Eine weitere Besonderheit, die man bei dem Aufbau des Deklinations- 
systems beobachten konnte, war, dass einige Kasusformen nur sehr selten 
in der Sprache des Kindes vorkamen, im Gegensatz zu anderen oft ge- 
brauchten Kasus wie dem Nom. und dem Akk. 

Vor allem traten die Dativformen im Singular selten auf. Am Anfang 
des dritten Lebensjahres, als die Deklination in grossen Ziigen schon aus- 
gebildet war, waren nur ein paar Worter in der Dativform notiert worden, 
und auch diese erschienen mit einer Endung, die falsch aus einer anderen 
Stammkategorie iibertragen war. Im Alter von 1;11—2;0 wurde namlich 
bei mehreren femininen d-Stammen im Dat. Sg. die Endung -am notiert 
statt der zu erwartenden Endung -ai, z.B. aiikkam (= aiiklai) 2;0 “der 
Schnur’’, Gufitam (= Guntrai) 2;0 “‘/einem Madchen namens/ Guntra’’, 

faiit'am (= spalvai) 2;0 “der Feder”. Allem Anschein nach war hier die 
Endung der o-Stémme oder der maskulinen d-Stémme falsch auf die 
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femininen d-Stamme tibergefiihrt worden. Der maskuline d-Stamm puika 
“Knabe”, der im Nom. Sg. ebenso auf -a endet und im Dat. puikam 
heisst, konnte gut zum Vorbild gedient haben, besonders deshalb, weil 
dieses Wort oft im Munde der Erwachsenen vorkam. In den folgenden 
Jahren, sogar bis zum 8. Lebensjahr, war in der Sprache des lettischen 
Knaben bei der Deklination dieses Wortes der umgekehrte Fall zu be- 
obachten: der maskuline d-Stamm puika “Knabe” wurde nun wegen 
seiner Endung -a den femininen d- Stimmen gleichgestellt und ebenso wie 
diese dekliniert - sogar in bezug auf das Genus, z.B. Dat. Sg. puikai 
(= puikam) “dem Knaben’’, Nom. Pl. tds nejaukds puikas (= tie nejaukie 
puikas) “‘diese unverschamten Knaben”’. 

Die Tendenz war also klar — auf eine oder andere Weise versuchte das 
Kind, in der Deklination der WOrter auf -a eine ““Ordnung” zu schaffen 
und sie alle in Ubereinstimmung zu bringen. 

Bemerkenswert in diesem Zusammenhang ist aber, dass es vor allem die 
Dativformen waren, die in der Sprache des Kindes so stark variierten. 
Auch in der lettischen Volkssprache, in den verschiedenen lettischen Mund- 
arten, zeigen gerade die Dativendungen eine besonders grosse Unstabilitat 
und zahlreiche Variationen, die oft als analogische Neubildungen ent- 
standen sind. Auch in dieser Hinsicht bot die Kindersprache eine gute 
Parallele zu einer ahnlichen Erscheinung in der lettischen Normalsprache. 


5. Die Flexion der ADJEKTIVE ging im grossen und ganzen parallel mit 

der ‘substantivischen Deklination. Der formelle Genusunterschied er- 
schien etwas friiher als die Scheidung der Kasusendungen. Schon mit 1 ;10 
wurde das Maskulinum und das Femininum im Nom. Sg. formell ge- 
schieden, z.B. Mask. aps (= labs) “‘gut’’, Fem. aba (= laba); Mask. Saps 
(= slapjs) “nass”, Fem. Sapa (= slapja); meijs (= melns) “schmutzig”, 
Fem. meij (= melna). 
In den vorausgehenden Monaten wurden derartige feminine Adjektiv- 
formen auch noch mit maskulinen Substantiven verkniipft, und um- 
gekehrt, z.B. 1;6 ada a-Sa (= adata asa) “die Nadel /ist/ scharf, spitzig’’, 
aber auch aZi asa (= nazis ass) “das Messer /ist/ scharf”. Mit anderen 
Worten, auch hier wurde zuerst die Form nachgeahmt, und erst spater 
begann das Kind, die Verschiedenheit dieser maskulinen und femininen 
Formen inhaltlich richtig zu unterscheiden. 

Im Alter von 2;4, als die Nominalflexion in grossen Ziigen schon aus- 
gebildet war, kamen auch die bestimmten Adjektivformen in Gebrauch, 
z.B. pejékds kups (= pelgkds kurpes) “die grauen Schuhe”, sakan"6s tdp-s 
(= safkanués tarpus) “‘die roten Wiirmer”’ (Akk. P1.). Einzelne bestimmte 
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Adjektivformen waren schon um 1;10 zum ersten Mal notiert worden 
(Akk. Sg. mazo: Suku (= mazuo suku) “die kleine Biirste”, Akk. Sg. 
gajé bici (= garuo biksi) “die langen Hosen”’), aber es dauerte ziemlich 
lange, bis solche ersten Ansatze zu gelaufigen Formen in der Sprache des 
Kindes wurden. 

Am allerfriihesten und sichersten aber entwickelte sich die Flexion des 
Demonstrativpronomens fas “dieser, dieses”’, fem. td “‘diese”’, jedenfalls 
etwas friiher als die Deklination der Nomina. Als ein lehrreiches Beispiel 
fiir die Prioritét der Pronominalendung mag ein im Alter von 1;10 
fixierter Ausdriick gelten: ta kupe (= td kufpe) ‘‘dieser Schuh” neben 
tas kupe (= tds kufpes) “diese Schuhe’’, wo die charakteristische Plural- 
endung -s im Demonstrativpronomen schon da war, nicht aber in der 
Substantivform. 

Ich habe auch einige Hypernormalismen bemerkt, wo die pronominale 
Endung der bestimmten Adjektive auf den entsprechenden Kasus des 
Substantivs iibergefiihrt war. Das war z.B. im Dat. (Instr.) Pl. der Fall, 
vgl. das Schwanken zwischen iigajém und igdm (= udgdm) “*(mit) den 
Beeren” (1;11-2;0) oder ein um dieselbe Zeit aufgezeichneter Satz Dai 
iita piigajam (= Dainis ruétaldjas /ar| pudgam “Dainis spielt mit den 
Kndépfen”, wo der Knabe selbst die Form piigajam sogleich zu piiga:m 
korrigierte. 

In der Sprache des Kindes konnte man also denselben Prozess verfolgen, 
der schon einmal in der Geschichte der lettischen Sprache dazu gefiihrt 
hatte, dass die Substantive ihre nominalen Endungen verloren haben und 
jetzt ebenso wie die (unbestimmten) Adjektive dekliniert werden. 


6. Gehen wir nun zur KONJUGATION iiber. Das Verbalsystem entwickelte 
sich bei dem von mir beobachteten lettischen Knaben spater als die 
Deklination. Die formelle Differenzierung der Tempora trat dabei friiher 
auf als die der Personenendungen. Die ersten Tempusformen, die formell 
differenziert wurden, waren die Gegenwart und die Zukunft (meistens von 
unmittelbar bevorstehenden Ereignissen, zuweilen auch mit Imperativ- 
bedeutung). Mit 1;10 erschienen neben den schon vorhandenen Formen i 
(= ir) “ist”, bi (= bij) “war” und bus (= biis) “‘wird sein” die ersten 
Futurumformen auch von anderen Verben, z.B. Fut. dus (= dués) “wird 
geben” neben Pris. did (= dudd) “gibt”; Fut. is (= iés) “wird gehen” 
neben Pris. it (= iét) “geht”; Fut. 3ef (= dzefs) “wird trinken” neben 
Pras. ne3¢j (= nedzer) “trinkt nicht”; Fut. néms ‘wird nehmen” neben 
Pras. ném (= nem) “nimmt”. 

Zum Ausdruck der Vergangenheit dienten aber zu dieser Zeit (1;10) 
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noch die Prasensformen, vgl. daki nem (= daksSinu néma) “‘/Dainis/ nahm 
die Gabel /in die Hand/”. 

Erst mit 1;11 tauchten die ersten, vom Prasens und Futurum unter- 
schiedlichen Prateritumformen auf, z.B. Sdve-ja (= stdvéja) “stand” 
gegeniiber sau (= stdv) “steht” ; kit (= krita) “‘fiel” gegeniiber kit (= krit) 
“fallt” ; dabu-ja (= dabiija) “empfing, kriegte” gegeniiber dabu (= dabi) 
kriegt”; vaize (= vajadzéja “man brauchte” gegeniiber vaiga (= vajag) 
“man braucht’’. Im Vergleich mit der hohen Frequenz der vorkommenden 
Prasens- und Futurumformen waren die Vergangenheitsformen jedoch 
auch ganz am Ende des zweiten Jahres noch sehr selten. 

Die zusammengesetzten Zeitformen (ir redzéjis “hat gesehen” u.a.) 
wurden viel spater notiert. Diese begannen erst mit 2;1 (z.B. ti Dai 'nau 
¢3¢j§ (= tud Dainis nav redzéjis) “das hat Dainis nicht gesehen, d.h. das 
habe ich nicht gesehen’’) und wurden etwas gelaufiger erst mit 2;4. 

Es ist merkwiirdig, dass die verschiedenen Tempusformen zuerst vom 
Hilfsverb bit “‘sein; haben” ausgebildet wurden. Vgl. z.B. schon 1;6 
bu (= biis) “wird sein” (Fut.), nau (= nav) “gibt ‘s nicht” (Pras.), von 1 ;7 
an i // it (= ir) “ist”, von 1;9 an auch bi (= bij; bija) ‘war’ (Prat.). 

Die PERSONENENDUNGEN entwickelten sich bedeutend spiter als die 
Scheidung der Tempora. Die ersten Verbformen, bei denen man schon 
eine gewisse Endung erkennen konnte, waren die Formen der 3. Person. 
Ob es sich um die Einzahl- oder Mehrzahlformen handelte, lasst sich aus 
dem lettischen Sprachmaterial nicht entscheiden, da im Lettischen in der 
3. Person dieselbe Endung fiir beide Numeri gilt. Das Vorkommen der 
Verben gerade in der Form der 3. Person ist gut verstandlich, wenn man 
bedenkt, dass die Frequenz der Verbformen gerade in der 3. Person in der 
Rede iiberhaupt sehr hoch ist. Dazu kommt, dass die Erwachsenen im 
Gesprach mit kleinen Kindern am 6ftesten auch von sich selbst wie auch 
vom Kinde in der 3. Pers. sprechen und den Personalpronomina “ich”’ 
und “du” ausweichen, so dass die Haufigkeit der Verbformen in der 
3. Pers. dadurch noch grésser wird. 

Diese einheitliche Form mit der Endung der 3. Pers. galt also auch fiir 
die 1. und 2. Person, ebenso wie dies in vielen lettischen Mundarten (im 
“tahmischen” Dialekt) der Fall ist. 

Nach der Periode mit dieser einheitlichen Verbform bildete sich als der 
erste Gegensatz eine besondere Endung fiir die 1. Pers. Sg. und etwa um 
dieselbe Zeit auch fiir die 1. Pers. Pl. (1;11). Die Form der 3. Pers. galt 
weiterhin auch fiir die 2. Pers. Im Alter von 2;1 hatte das Kind auch die 
entsprechende Endung fiir die 2. Pers. Sg. im Indikativ (vereinzelte 
Imperativformen gebrauchte es schon viel friiher), aber am allerspatesten 


OL NP la Ns 








.e oo A — ke 20 fll llr 


nN 





” 


t) 
i) 


y 
> 








ZUR ENTSTEHUNG DER FLEXION IN DER KINDERSPRACHE 217 


iibernahm das Kind die Endung der 2. Pers. Pl. — erst mit 2;7, zugleich mit 
dem entsprechenden Personalpronomen jis “ihr; Sie”. Die Endung 
wurde beinahe gleichzeitig im Indikativ und Imperativ iibernommen, vgl. 
14 jiis vajat e3z¢t, kué? (= /vai/ ta jiis varat redzét? kué?) “k6énnen Sie so 
sehen, was?” (2;7) und ndciet! (= ndciet!) “kommt!” oder “kommen 
Sie!”’. 

Auch sonst konnte man beobachten, dass die Ubernahme der Personen- 
endung zeitlich im engen Zusammenhang mit der Aneignung des zugehé- 
rigen Personalpronomens stand. Auch die Verbformen der 2. Pers. Sg. des 
Indikativs traten zugleich mit dem Erscheinen des Pronomens tu (= tu) 
“du” auf: (2;1) tu vaji putu! (= tu vari putru) “du kochst Brei”. /Die 
Imperativformen der 2. Pers. waren schon viel friiher da, weil hier das 
Pronomen nicht notwendig ist./ 

In der Sprache des lettischen Knaben entwickelte sich der formelle 
Gegensatz zwischen Personenendungen am friihesten im Futurum und erst 
danach auch im Prasens und Prateritum, vgl. 1;11 es te Sédésu (= es te 
“/wir/ beide werden sitzen”, wahrend die 1. Pers. Pl. im Prasens erst mit 
2;0 zum ersten Mal notiert wurde: més ¢dam (= més ¢dam) “wir essen”, 
und noch einen Monat spater (2;1) kam diese Endung auch im Priateritum 
vor: més bazdm ifa tadu (= més bazdm ieksa tadu) “wir stopften einen 
solchen /Gegenstand/ hinein’”’. 

Ebenso wie bei der Ausbildung der Tempusformen, merkte man auch 
beim Entstehen der Personenendungen, dass die Formen des Hilfsverbs 
bat den iibrigen Verben vorangingen. So war beispielsweise die Form der 
1. Pers. Pl. bija:m // bijam (= bijam) “wir waren” schon 1;11 da. 

Um das Ende des dritten Lebensjahres waren die Endungen samtlicher 
drei Personen schon da, wenn auch einzelne Bildungen der Verben oft 
noch bedeutend von den Normen der lettischen Normalsprache abwichen. 
Es kamen z.B. zahlreiche analoge Neubildungen fiir das Prateritum vor. 
Die eigentliche 3. Pers. i (= ir) “ist” wurde lange fiir alle Personen ver- 
wendet; 2;4 versuchte der Knabe, diese Form fiir die 1. Pers. durch eine 
analogische Bildung iju (= iru) “/ich/ bin’ zu ersetzen, und erst am 
Anfang des vierten Jahres trat die in der Sprache der Umgebung ge- 
brauchte Form gsmu “ich bin” in korrekter Form auf, wie auch die 
1. Pers. Pl. gsam “wir sind”. 

Was die Mont betrifft, war das Auftreten vom Indikativ und Imperativ 
beinahe gleichzeitig: die ersten Aufzeichnungen stammen von 1;9. Der 
Imperativ war lange nur auf die 2. Pers. Sg. beschrankt; erst von 2;7 an 
wurden Imperativformen auch mit der Endung der 2. Pers. Pl. notiert, 
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aber der Befehl in der 3. Pers. kam sporadisch zum ersten Mal 2;1 auf 
(i ‘Sau! = lai stdv!) “lass ihn stehen!” und wurde erst spater etwas 
gelaufiger. 

Im Alter von 1;11 war wenigstens bei manchen Verben der formelle 
Gegensatz zwischen dem Imperativ und dem Indikativ schon ausgebildet, 
z.B. ndc Supu! (= nac Sufpu!) “komm her!” im Gegensatz zu nadk (= ndk) 
“kommt; kommen” ; né-¢j! (= neej!) “gehe nicht!” gegeniiber it (= iét) 
“geht; gehen”; niitais'! (= uztaisi!) “‘mache!” gegeniiber tdisa (= taisa) 
“macht; machen”; Sat'i! (= skatiés!) “‘schau mal!” gegeniiber Sata 
(= skatds) “schaut; schauen’’. 

Die urspriingliche Imperativform wurde manchmal falsch auch mit der 
Indikativbedeutung gebraucht, z.B. mgmme Gudi (= memme raudas) 
“Mama wird weinen” (eig. “Mama, weine!”) oder maisi (= maisa) 
“riihrt, mischt” (eig. “riihre, mische!’’). 

In der Kindersprache finden wir also die Entsprechung zu einer Er- 
scheinung, die sonst auf dem baltischen Sprachgebiet zu beobachten ist, 
ndmlich die Wechselwirkung zwischen Imperativ- und Indikativformen. 

Der Debitiv erschien einige Monate spater. Das erste Beispiel wurde 
2;0 notiert: Dainim ja-it giita (= Dainim ja-iét gultd) ““Dainis muss zu Bett 
gehen, d.h. ich muss zu Bett gehen’’. 

Optativformen wie auch der modus relativus wurden dagegen wahrend 
der Beobachtungsperiode, d.h. his zum fiinften Lebensjahr, vom Kinde 
gar nicht gebraucht. 

Einzelne reflexive Formen waren schon mit 1;10 da (in der 3. Pers.), 
obwohl um diese Zeit auch die aktive Verbform zum Ausdruck der re- 
flexiven Bedeutung ebenso gut verwendet werden konnte. Einige Beispiele: 
niuzej"6s (= nuodzérués) “ich trank’”’, niukdt’6s (= nuokdrtuos) “wird 
ordnen” (2;1). 

Die passiven Konstruktionen hat man wahrend der ersten vier Jahre 
beinahe gar nicht beobachtet, nur einzelne Ausdriicke wie “gemacht”, 
“beendet”. Auch in der lettischen Umgangssprache der Erwachsenen 
sind aber die passiven Konstruktionen mit dem Hilfsverb tikt oder tapt 
nicht haufig. 

Infinite Verbformen wurden bedeutend spater als die finiten Formen 
iibernommen. Erst ganz am Ende des zweiten Jahres und am Anfang des 
dritten Jahres hatte sich der lettische Knabe die Jnfinitivformen mit allen 
4 charakteristischen Auslautsformen angeeignet, vgl. Saigdt (= staigGt) 
“gehen, spazieren”, guvét (= gulét) “schlafen”, daficiit (= daiicuédt) 
“tanzen’”’, aSi:t (= rakstit) “schreiben”. 

Am allerspatesten erschienen aber die PARTIzIP formen, wobei eine 
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gewisse Sukzession festzustellen war. Als erste tauchten die Partizipien des 
Pf. Pass. auf (1;11): mizic (= mizuéts) “abgeschalt”, Plur. miziti 
(= mizuéti); gelaufig wurden diese Formen aber erst mit 2;1, als auch die 
mit diesem Partizip gebildeten passiven Tempusformen 6fter erschienen: 
i:métati zém vis! kucisi (= izm@tati pa zemi visi kluci¥i) “alle Klétzchen 
sind iiber die Erde (Diele) zerstreut”’. 

Seit 2;0 traten die Part. Priss. auf -ams auf, und mit 2;2 erschienen die 
ersten Beispiele fiir das Gerundium auf -uot : gs pa-iku Sé€Zuot (= es paliku 
séZuot) “ich blieb sitzen’”’. Etwas haufiger wurde das Gerundium erst 
mit 2;4. 

Zuletzt begann der Knabe, auch das Partizipium Akt. Prat. zu ge- 
brauchen. 1;11 waren solche Formen vom Hilfsverb bit “‘sein’’ schon da: 
bits // bis ““gewesen”’, nebijs ‘‘nicht gewesen’’; seit 2;4 wurden diese Parti- 
zipformen auch von anderen Verben gelaufig, und zugleich mit diesen 
Partizipien erschienen dann auch die mit diesen zusammengesetzten 
Zeitformen (Perfekt): tie i apédusi viS*s kiik®s (= tie ir apédusSi visas 
kikas) “sie haben alle Kuchen aufgegessen’’, es nav dadzis (= es negsmu 
drazis) “ich habe nicht geschnitzt.” 


Auf Grund des vorliegenden lettischen Sprachmaterials kann man mit 
notwendiger Vorsichtigkeit und Zuriickhaltung einige Schlussfolgerungen 
ziehen, indem man dieses Belegmaterial durch Beobachtungen tiber die 
Sprachentwicklung bei mehreren anderen lettischen Kindern erganzt und 
auch die Untersuchungen aus anderen Sprachgebieten heranzieht. In 
bezug auf die Entstehung der Flexion in der Kindersprache mag folgendes 
von allgemeinerer Giiltigkeit sein: 

1) Die syntaktische Entwicklung in der Kindersprache scheint im all- 
gemeinen friiher einzusetzen als die Ausbildung morphologischer Merk- 
male zum Ausdruck dieser syntaktischen Relationen. 

2) Im allgemeinen scheint das Ende des zweiten Jahres und die erste 
Hailfte des dritten Jahres die gew6hnlichste Zeitperiode zu sein, in der das 
Deklinationssystem in der Kindersprache aufgebaut wird.’ 

3) Die Konjugation entwickelt sich in der Regel etwas spiater als die 
Deklination, so dass die feineren Ausdrucksmittel des Verbalsystems oft 
sogar am Ende des vierten Jahres noch nicht in korrekter Form vorliegen. 


17. Die Sprachentwicklung bei dem hier beobachteten lettischen Knaben war wenig- 
stens in morphologischer, lexikalischer und syntaktischer Hinsicht friiher und ging im 
rascheren Tempo als im Durchschnitt. 
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Der Grund fiir den spateren Aufbau der Verbalflexion ist in der all- 
gemeinen Struktur der Kinderpsyche und damit auch in der Kinder- 
sprache zu suchen. Auch als Wortkategorie treten namlich die Verben in 
der Kindersprache spater auf als die Substantive. Zweitens ist die Verbal- 
flexion mit dem Auftreten der Personalpronomina eng verbunden, aber 
diese werden ziemlich spat vom Kinde iibernommen, weil sie ein grésseres 
Vermégen zur Abstrahierung und Relativitaét fordern. Ausserdem ist das 
Verbalsystem, wenigstens im Baltischen, durch gréssere Buntheit und 
grésseren Formenreichtum gekennzeichnet, was die Aneignung dieser 
verschiedenen Sprachmittel wahrend der ersten zwei, drei Lebensjahre 
stark erschwert. 

4) Die Sukzession der Aneignung einzelner Flexionsformen hangt ge- 
wissermassen von der allgemeinen Struktur der betreffenden Normal- 
sprache ab, z.B. von der relativen Haufigkeit gewisser Kasusformen in der 
betr. Umgangs- bzw. Familiensprache. Gerade die Sprachen, deren Sy- 
steme einander dhnlicher sind, stimmen auch im Entwicklungsprozess der 
Kindersprache besser iiberein. Meines Erachtens ist es kein Zufall, dass 
die an dem lettischen Knaben festgestellte Sukzession der Flexionsformen 
im grossen und ganzen mit dem Aufbau der Deklination und Konjugation 
in der Sprache der polnischen Kinder iibereinstimmt, jedenfalls besser als 
z.B. mit der Sprachentwicklung bei dem bulgarischen Kind. (Aus der 
nahe verwandten litauischen Sprache liegt leider noch kein Vergleichs- 
material vor.) Denn das Kind hat ja das Vorbild in der Normalsprache 
seiner Umgebung - auch wenn es die einzelnen Sprachmittel nur mit 
Auswahl iibernimmt und diese selbstindig umbildet und kombiniert. 

Durch den verschiedenen Charakter der betr. Normalsprachen ist 
meines Erachtens manches zu erklaren, was in der Sprachentwicklung der 
Kinder verschiedener Nationalitéten nicht iibereinstimmt. Nehmen wir 
ein Beispiel. 

W. Leopold meinte auf Grund der Beobachtungen an seinen Kindern und 
ahnlicher Bemerkungen einiger anderer westlandischer Forscher, dass die 
Formen des Verbs “sein” erst sehr spat in der Sprache des Kindes auf- 
treten und vielleicht zu den WGrtern gehéren, die sich das Kind am aller- 
spatesten aneignet.1* Obwohl das Lettische gerade zu den Sprachen ge- 
hort, wo das Subjekt und das Pradikat ohne “ist” vereinigt werden kénnen 


18 “The verb ‘to be’, as a full verb meaning ‘exist’, ‘be located’ and as a copula linking 
a subject, implied or expressed, with the real predication, was always omitted. The 
copula is phonetically unemphatic and semantically not essential. Many standard 
languages can do without it,...” Werner F. Leopold, Speech Development of a 
Bilingual Child, Vol. 3 (1949), S. 93. 
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(z.B. mate laba “die Mutter /ist/ gut’’), traten die Formen “ist”, “wird 
sein”, “‘war’”’ in der Sprache des lettischen Knaben schon friih auf. Die 
Tempusformen dieses Verbs gebrauchte das Kind sogar friiher als die der 
iibrigen Verben. 

Uberblickt man das ganze aufgezeichnete Material, so scheint es, dass 
die Erklarung fiir diesen Unterschied in der Sprachentwicklung bei den 
englisch-deutschsprachigen Kindern einerseits und dem lettischen Kinde 
andererseits gerade in der Verschiedenheit des Gebrauchs dieser Verb- 
formen in den betr. Normalsprachen liegt. Im Lettischen gebraucht man 
namlich die Verbform ir “ist”, nav “ist nicht”, bis “‘wird sein”’, bija “‘war”’ 
vielmals auch in solchen Wendungen, wo man im Deutschen mit ja oder 
nein, engl. yes oder no, schwed. ja, jo oder nej antworten wiirde. Auch die 
ersten Satze, die ndu (= nav) und i (= ir) enthielten, wurden von dem 
lettischen Kinde in solchen Situationen gebraucht, wo es sich um eine 
starke Bejahung oder Verneinung handelte; so 1 ;6 (zum ersten Mal) nau! 
“gibt’s nicht!”, 1;7 Saii-t'a i! (= slaiki ir!) “es gibt /ja/ Handtiicher!” 
(auf eine zweifelnde Aussage seitens der Mutter, es gabe vielleicht keine 
Handtiicher) oder 1;9 memm ‘i maja (= memme 'ir maja) “/doch!/ die 
Mama ist /wohl/ zu Hause’’. 

Etwas Ahnliches ist sicher auch in bezug auf die einzelnen Kasus- 
kategorien von Bedeutung. In Sprachen, die z.B. vom Genitiv einen 
fleissigen Gebrauch machen und diese Kasusform auch an solchen Stellen 
verwenden, wo man in einer anderen Sprache nach dem Akkusativ oder 
Dativ greift, kann man mit grésserer Wahrscheinlichkeit erwarten, dass 
sich das Kind die Genitivendung friiher aneignet. 

Deshalb scheint es mir nicht méglich zu sein, innerhalb der Kasus- 
endungen eine genauere Sukzession von allgemeiner Giiltigkeit fiir alle 
Sprachen aufzustellen, und in dieser Hinsicht stimme ich Sterns zu. 
Vieles hangt sicher von dem Charakter der betreffenden Einzelsprache ab. 
Es scheint jedoch, dass der formelle Gegensatz zwischen Nominativ und 
Akkusativ (oder dem Kasus, der die Funktion des direkten Objekts hat) 
friih ausgebildet wird und dass die Kasusformen, die durch Prapositionen 
ausgedriickt werden, sich spat ausbilden, weil sich die Kindersprache die 
Prapositionen als Wortklasse sehr spat aneignet. 

Von den Tempusformen sind die fiir Gegenwart und Zukunft zuerst zu 
erwarten, wenn hier auch vieles von den Eigentiimlichkeiten des Verbal- 
systems in der betr. Einzelsprache abhangt. Im Deutschen, wo die Prasens- 
formen auch die Zukunft ausdriicken kénnen, hat man sozusagen kein 
zwingendes Bediirfnis nach einer formell entschiedenen Tempusform fiir 
das Futurum, so dass Sterns bei ihren Kindern die Entstehung des for- 
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mellen Prateritums sogar friiher als die des Futurums beobachten 
konnten. 

Unter den Modusformen scheinen mir Imperativ und Indikativ am 
friihesten aufzutreten. 

5) Von weiteren Verallgemeinerungen ist meines Erachtens wenigstens 
zur Zeit noch abzuraten. Zuerst ist noch eine gréssere Anzahl Mono- 
graphien tiber die Sprachentwicklung, besonders Flexionsausbildung, in 
der Sprache der Kinder verschiedener Nationalitéten abzuwarten.!® 
Einzelne Studien dieser Art sind unentbehrlich, um unterscheiden zu 
k6nnen, was nur dem einzelnen Kind eigen ist, was andererseits fiir die 
ganze Sprache oder Sprachgruppe gilt und was schliesslich als allgemeine 
Sprachentwicklungsregeln fiir die meisten, wenn auch nicht alle fiek- 
tierenden Sprachen der Welt anzunehmen ist. 


19 Als eine dringende Aufgabe erwahnt auch Mildred C. Templin die monographische 
Schilderung der Sprachentwicklung bei Kindern: ‘In order to learn more about the 
actual development and interrelationships of language skills, longitudinal studies must 
be done. It is through these that the interrelations of language as it is developed will be 
better understood.” Certain Language Skills in Children. (Minneapolis, 1957), S. 152. 
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NOTES ON THE USES OF MONOLOGUE IN ARTISTIC PROSE 


by 
VICTOR ERLICH 


Seattle 


1. The problem outlined here is but a small facet of a larger question — 
that of stylistic potentialities and psycho-ideological implications of 
various verbal structures occurring in the literary works. If, as a German 
esthetician H. Konrad has put it, imaginative literature is “the world 
transformed into language”’, the verbal device is the writer’s most potent 
means of grappling with reality. In literary art ideological battles are 
often fought on the plane of the opposition between metaphor and meto- 
nymy, or meter and free verse. 

2. This by now is rather widely recognized with regard to poetry where 
verbal texture is organized throughout for esthetic effect. Few students of 
poetry will deny that the poet’s choice of words and the patterns of his 
imagery bear important relation, indeed often provide a clue, to the total 
meaning or meanings of the poem. Yet there is no reason why artistic 
prose should not be discussed in the same vein, or, for that matter, why 
an inquiry into the “larger” implications of the literary artists use of 
language should be confined to the lexical stratum. The recurrence in a 
work of literature of grammatical categories, e.g. the first-person or the 
second-person pronouns, can be as revealing as the prevalence of certain 
semantic units or clusters. This brings us to the question of monologue in 
narrative fiction. 

3. “Monologue” could be, and actually has been, defined simply as an 
absence of dialogue, as non-alternating, continuous, extended utterance.” 
Should we accept this rather negative definition, we would have to agree 
with V. Vinogradov that monologue is the predominant type of discourse 
in artistic prose. True, there are novels or short stories where the dra- 
matic technique or, to use Henry James’ phrase, the “‘scenic method” 
reigns supreme. “The Killers” of Hemingway and Jean Barois by Roger 


1 Quoted in René Wellek and Austin Warren, Theory of Literature (New York, 1949), 
p. 341. 
2 In Viktor Vinogradov, O xudoZestvennoj proze (Moscow-Leningrad, 1938). 
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Martin du Gard are cases in point. Yet a more typical work of fiction 
represents a complex interplay of dialogue and “monologue’’, with the 
latter taking over whenever the events are described, reported or com- 
mented on rather than actually rendered. 

But, for our purposes at least, the Vinogradov-type definition is much 
too broad. Nor would the conventional, i.e. dramatic, interpretation of 
our key term be anymore apposite here. A “monologue” such as Dmitrij 
Karamazov’s confession or Satov’s harangue in The Possessed occurs 
within, and is part of, a dialogue situation. What I henceforth propose to 
mean by “monologue” as used in narrative prose is neither “non- 
dialogue” nor an extended utterance of a protagonist, but a mode of 
discourse or narration employed throughout a work of fiction or a large 
part of it in which the voice of an individual speaker or story-teller is 
distinctly heard and which is marked by the frequent use of the first- 
person pronoun. 

But then, one could interpose at this point, why not speak about “Ich- 
Erzahlung”, as distinguished from “‘Er-Erzahlung”’? There is no question 
but that the concept is very germane to our discussion. If nonetheless I 
will persist in using the word “monologue”, that is mainly because it 
reflects more closely the discursive, non-dramatic quality of some of our 
salient test-cases. 

4. A further discrimination seems to be in order. For certain purposes 
at least, it might be useful to distinguish between written and oral mono- 
logue. Various types of the former have been employed in European 
prose fiction, ever since the eighteenth century when the sentimentalist 
quest for “authenticity” and intimacy encouraged the use of such non- 
fictional genres as a memoir, a diary or a letter. At the same time, there 
have been many instances where “‘Ich-Erzahlung”’ was oriented towards 
actual, live speech. This narrative manner, known in Russian literary 
scholarship as the skaz, from the root “to say, speak, relate”’,* has been 
recently defined by Hugh McLean as “a stylistically individualized inner 
narrative placed in the mouth of a fictional character and designed to 
produce the illusion of oral speech.”’* 

The only drawback of this succinct formula lies in its “inner-narrative” 
clause. The requirement of a frame story fits well enough McLean’s test- 
case, Leskov’s Polunos¢niki, and a number of other relevant instances, 


® See especially Boris Eixenbaum, “Kak sdelana ‘Sinel’ Gogolja”, Poétika, 1919; 
“Tiljuzija skaza”, Skvoz’ literaturu (Leningrad, 1924). Viktor Vinogradov, “Problema 
skaza v stilistiké”’, Poétika, I (Leningrad 1956). 
* Cf. Harvard Slavic Studies, 11 (1954), p. 299. 
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e.g. that masterpiece of skaz, ““The Tale about Captain Kopejkin’’, yet it 
disqualifies unnecessarily works which otherwise exemplify very neatly 
the skaz manner, be it Gogol’s ““The Overcoat” or Ring Lardner’s “‘The 
Haircut”. As McLean himself suggests further, the sole indispensable 
ingredients of this narrative mode are “‘orality” and “‘individualization.” 

During the last two centuries the skaz technique has been used by a 
number of prose writers, endowed with an uncannily keen ear for the 
vernacular. In Russia Gogol’, Leskov, ZoStéenko, and many others, in 
modern American prose such writers as R. Lardner or J. D. Salinger, in 
Yiddish literature that master of the folksy oral narrative, Solem Aleixem, 
have sought to emulate the phonetic, grammatical and lexical patterns of 
ordinary discourse. 

5. The stylistic ingredients of such a technique are obvious enough. 
Not unlike a “realistic” dialogue, a skaz-type monologue allows ample 
scope for sub-literary verbal materials — the relative formal incoherence 
and “sloppiness” typical of spoken language, the “‘slangy’’, substandard 
expressions, the dialectal peculiarities, inane misuses of language charact- 
eristic of the uneducated or semi-educated speakers. At the same time, as 
the last item may imply, skaz tends to function as mode of characterization. 
The class-determined deviations from the linguistic norm betray the 
speaker’s or narrator’s social and educational status,’ even while his 
idiosyncratic verbal mannerisms often reveal his personality traits. 

In a recent article Vinogradov called attention to Leskov’s ““LevSa”’ as 
an instance of using the “expressive devices of skaz monologue in order to 
project a folksy, “non-literary” narrator. “These phraseological and 
syntactical forms of the skaz . . . embody the image of an epic story teller 
with clear-cut social characteristics.’’® 

7. It could be interposed here that this character-forming and/or 
articulating function is no monopoly of monologue. Any strongly differ- 
entiated dialogue yields not only through the tenor, but also through the 
distinctive style of the alternating utterances, some clues as to the person- 
alities involved. Yet the ‘“‘monologuist” is not merely one of the protago- 


5 It goes without saying that this can be true of written monologue as well. Thus, an 
epistolary novel, such as Dostoevskij’s Poor Folk, can emulate faithfully the stiff, 
pseudo-literary style of a semi-educated “‘little man’’, Makar DevuSkin. The difference 
here is not of kind, but rather of degree. Since actual speech is less formalized (or more 
casual) than written language, the deviations from the norm assert themselves more 
exuberantly in “‘oral’’ monologue. 
® Cf. “ObStie problemy i zadati izuéenija jazyka russkoj xudoZestvenngj literatury,” 
Izvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, otdel literatury i jazyka, XV1, No. 5 (Moscow, 1957), 
pp. 407-429. 
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nists ; his is a strategic position, since it is through him that the story — ora 
large part of it - is mediated. The narrator’s moral and intellectual range 
defines the narrative focus, the vantage point from which the events are 
presented. 

Whenever - as is so often the case with the skaz — the story-teller’s 
personality is defined chiefly by limitations of sensibility and intelligence, 
betrayed by his use of language, we are confronted with what I would like 
to call ‘a worm’s eye-view of reality”. (Needless to say, this technique is 
quite compatible with the written brand of “Ich-Erzahlung’’.) In R. 
Lardner’s “The Haircut”’ the revolting exploits of a local bully are related 
admiringly by a barber whose moral coarseness prevents him from re- 
gistering a proper response to the situation. In Gogol’s “How Ivan 
Ivanovié Quarrelled with Ivan Nikiforovit’’ most of the story is told by a 
“local yokel’’ who is in no position to appreciate the utter stupidity and 
triviality of the squabble between the two Ivans. The same device is used, 
in a somewhat more subtle way, by Dostoevskij. In some of his novels, 
e.g. The Possessed, Dostoevskij interposes between himself and the reader 
a provincial chronicler, who is neither as vulgar as Lardner’s narrator nor 
as inane as Gogol’s, but who is clearly too naive and parochial to com- 
prehend fully the moral implications of the events he painstakingly 
records. In ZoSéenko’s stories the constant misuses of the official Soviet 
lingo help dramatize the narrator’s perpetual bewilderment in the face of 
new social realities. The narrative manner becomes thus a technique of 
indirection — a kind of compositional synecdoche. A tension is effected 
between two views of reality — the “‘overt” — and clearly inadequate view, 
offered by the speaker of chronicler, and the implicit one, presumably that 
of the author and of the “ideal” reader. 

8. The problem of fictional monologue as a narrative focus is closely 
bound up with the narrator’s position vis-a-vis the world he “transforms 
into language”. To be sure, the relationship between the speaker and the 
other protagonists is in each individual case reflected in the general drift 
of the given monologue. But not infrequently the very fact of an extended 
utterance tends to underscore the precarious, not to say, preposterous 
social situation in which the speaker finds himself. 

This is especially true of “‘oral’”’ monologues, or, and more, of the skaz- 
like variety which makes a special point of its “orality”. (Technically, 
many a retrospective tale by Turgenev is an “inner narrative” placed in the 
mouth of a wistful country squire who reminiscences in front of a fireplace. 
Yet the frame is perceived here as mere contrivances. The point of depar- 
ture is soon forgotten, since the style of this presumably oral narrative is 
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scarcely distinguishable from the author’s polished prose). The monologue 
becomes something of an anomaly in a situation which seems to call for a 
“normal” verbal interaction. (As L. Séerba has pointed out,’ more often 
than not it is the dialogue which is the “natural” form, while monologue — 
an “artificial” one). In “real life” a lengthy uninterrupted utterance 
requires a special setting, be it that of a church, a conference hall, or a 
classroom. Where such a positive justification is lacking, we sometimes 
drift into a monologue-situation by default, either because the addressee 
is unable or unwilling to respond, or because the speaker can not control 
his verbal urge. 

The preposterousness of an interminable monologue in what pur- 
ported to be a dialogue situation is at the core of some of Solem Aleixem’s 
telling comic effects, in such stories as “The Pot’ (Dos tepl) and “An 
Advice” (An ejce). In both instances the monologue was to serve as 
a starting point for a conversation; it was supposed to elicit an advice 
from an “authority” (a rabbi — in “Dos tepl”, a wise and experienced 
writer in “An ejce”’). In both stories the counselor is nearly or actually 
brought to the state of mental collapse by the speaker’s pathological 
loquaciousness. 

In “Dos tepl” Jente, a voluble poultry peddler roams all over creation, 
digresses interminably about her late husband, her beloved son’s Tal- 
mudic studies, the vicious temper of her neighbor, unable to come to the 
point, indeed to formulate the question which she presumably came to 
ask. For a number of pages the rabbi endures this verbal onslaught, 
punctuating it time and again by a sympathetic grunt. In the finale, he 
faints, literally overwhelmed by Jente’s grotesquely long “‘question’’. 

The structure of “An Advice” is a bit more intricate: the fidgety young 
man who presumably comes to the author in order to seek his advice as 
to whether he ought to divorce his spoiled and hysterical young heiress- 
wife, is clearly incapable of stating his case and then listening to the older 
man’s counsel. All he can do is to act out ad nauseam his paralyzing in- 
decision — the pendulum-like swing from the bitter resentment at being an 
outsider in the house of his well-heeled father-in-law to the equally acute 
fear of losing the social position he now enjoys. This verbal orgy of 
ambivalence reduces the “‘author” to a mere echo of the speaker’s alter- 
nating attitudes. At each pause in the visitor’s monologue he promptly 
agrees with the last conclusion, be it a negative or a positive one. But this 
reaction, instead of achieving its obvious goal — that of bringing the tire- 


7 Cf. Russkaja ree’, 1923, I. 
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some interview to an end, has invariably the effect of activating the “other 
voice”, of setting off a harangue in favor of the opposite solution. This 
pattern culminates in a farcical dialogue where each piece of “advice” 
elicits automatically a polemical response and suddenly collapses as the 
exasperation of the long suffering author explodes in a blood curdling 
yell: “Divorce her, you rascal! Divorce her, divorce her, divorce her!” 

This violent outburst can be viewed as the author’s last desperate act of 
self-defense against the fate which befalls the rabbi in “The Pot’’, and, 
more broadly, as the listener’s last-minute attempt at asserting himself as 
an active force rather than a mere passive victim of the speaker’s obsessive 
sololoquizing. 

9. Indeed, the natural tendency of the compulsive oral monologue 
is to reduce the “other” to the status of a mere shadow. True, in “‘The 
Pot” each paragraph takes as a point of departure a phrase just uttered 
by the rabbi. But even this word or expression is usually but a by-product 
of Jente’s irrepressible emoting, a perfunctory summing up by the rabbi 
of her preceding harangue. Moreover, even these feeble echoes are given 
indirectly, through the medium of the woman’s never-ending query. 

One is reminded of quite a different literary monologue — the recent 
novel by Albert Camus, La Chute. At each juncture, the rambling con- 
fession of Camus’s declassé lawyer is addressed to someone, but the 
listener has no independent existence here. His occasional responses 
have to be inferred from the turgid monologue of Jean Baptiste Clémence. 
His is the only voice to be heard in the moral desert of the Amsterdam 
bar which provides the backdrop of La Chute. 

More importantly, the speaker’s desperate attempt to provoke a 
counter-confession fails dismally. The embarrassing candor of Camus’s 
“‘penitent-judge” is an elaborate moral trap. The routine of laying one’s 
soul bare is designed to induce a commensurate act of penance on the 
listener’s part. Yet, in the end, the nearly silent beneficiary of the narra- 
tor’s ambivalent self-debunking, refuses to reciprocate. Characteristically, 
he turns out to be a lawyer — another lawyer! — rather than a prospective 
“client”, in dire need of assistance and sympathy. Instead of setting off a 
dialogue, the monologue serves here to underscore its ultimate impossi- 
bility. No wonder that Camus’ hero mutters sadly as the narrative draws to 
its close: “‘Ne sommes-nous pas tous semblables, parlant sans tréve et a 
personne (Italics mine, V. E.), confrontés toujours aux mémes questions 
bien que nous connaissions d’avance les réponses?”’ 

10. “Parlant sans tréve et 4 personne” — here is a singularly apposite, 
and I may add, a characteristically modern phrase. As I tried to show 
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elsewhere at greater length,® in narrative fiction of the last hundred years 
or so monologue, whether of the written or of the oral variety, has often 
served as a verbal epitome of loneliness and isolation. 

Back in the formative period of the European novel the written mono- 
logue-forms had pointed up the distinctiveness of the “self” rather than 
its alienation. The first-person narrative tended to dramatize the narra- 
tor’s inner life, to encourage emphasis on the personal, the private, the 
idiosyncratic. Yet, however subjective or even narcissistic the tenor of 
some of the picaresque, sentimentalist or early Romantic confessions 
may have been, a letter in those works always presupposed an addressee, 
a fictional memoir or a diary was usually directed toward a present or 
future reader. In other words, monologue tended to imply here at least a 
theoretical possibility of a dialogue. 

Conversely, in a number of more fictional soliloquies the “I” is not 
merely the principal subject of the utterance, but also perforce its only 
recipient, the only possible or available audience. Monologue becomes 
thus a matter of talking about oneself to oneself. 

In nineteenth-century Russian literature this situation is epitomized by 
Dostoevskij’s Notes from the Underground and Turgenev’s “‘Diary of a 
Superfluous Man”. Turgenev’s diarist, a lonely and sad man of thirty 
who, as the narrative opens, learns from his doctor he is incurably ill, 
decides to pass away the remaining hours by writing a memoir. And as he 
embarks upon this thankless task, he says bleakly: “what can I write 
about?... I know! I will tell myself my own life’ (author’s emphasis, 
V. E.). 

Dostoevskij’s “underground man” is still more explicit. Toward the 
end of the ramblingly discursive part I of Notes, he declares with a kind of 
inverted pride: “I write only for myself, and I wish to declare once and for 
all that if I write as though I were addressing readers, that is simply 
because it is easier for me to write in that form. It is a form, an empty 
form, J shall never have readers.” 

It is hardly necessary to insist that, if Dostoevskij’s hero finds it easier 
to write “‘as though [he] were addressing readers”, much more is involved 
than mere personal preference or “‘an empty form”. Speech-activity is by 
its very nature a two-way street. Any extended utterance implies a 
recipient, an audience, or at least, the illusion of an audience. Moreover, 
in spite of his professed intransigeance (or does not the very shrillness of 


8 “Some Uses of Monologue in Prose Fiction: Narrative Manner and World View’’, 
to appear in the Proceedings of the 7th Congress of the International Federation of 
Modern Languages and Literatures, Problems of Style and Form in Literature. 
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these assertions “‘give the show away’’?), the “underground man” is 
morbidly preoccupied with others. He is much too “self-conscious”, in the 
everyday, colloquial sense of this word, to be self-reliant. His utter in- 
ability to establish rapport with his fellow-man is matched only by his 
nearly pathological concern with the impression he is making on the out- 
side world. 

In his perceptive book, Problemy tvoréestva Dostoevkogo (1929), Baxtin 
describes the manner of Notes from the Underground as a “‘perpetuum 
mobile’ of internal polemics with others and with oneself, an interminable 
dialogue where one rebuttal gives rise to another and so ad infinitum. The 
critic is certainly justified in pointing up this “internal dialogization”’ of 
the underground man’s harangues. Yet, he pushes his thesis a bit too far 
when he denies to the Notes the label of “monologue”. The “other- 
directedness” of Dostoevskij’s diarist does not annul the fact that all 
“objections” he refutes so furiously are imaginary, that his frenzied 
argument keeps recoiling upon itself, because no one is listening and 
apparently no one ever will. Paradoxically, it is not so much the preva- 
lence of “‘I’”’ as it is the repeated and avowedly futile use of “you” (“‘ You 
do not understand even now, gentlemen”’, ‘‘ You believe in a palace of 
crystal”’, etc.) that underscores the total vacuum into which the monologue 
of the “underground man” projects itself. 

For Dostoevskij’s hero as for Turgenev’s, for Camus’ uprooted lawyer 
as for Salinger’s half-crazed adolescent, in Catcher in the Rye, the soliloqui 
is not merely non-dialogue, but anti-dialogue, testimony to the impossibility 
of communication. All these men, “‘parlant sans tréve et 4 personne”’, 
are outsiders, increasingly and irretrievably isolated from the “world 
they never made”’. 

11. The capacity of a literary “monologue” — whether a written or an 
oral one — to underscore a distinctive predicament of an individual prota- 
gonist tends to be enhanced whenever this form is used within the frame- 
work of a third-person narrative. A good case in point is Lalka 
(The Doll) by Boleslaw Prus, more specifically, that section of the novel 
which bears the title ““A Diary of an Old Salesclerk”’. The diarist, Ignacy 
Rzecki, one of the last Mohicans of the pre-1863 period, is increasingly 
out of touch and sympathy with the emerging social forces. The author 
makes it amply clear that Rzecki’s diary-keeping is an act of withdrawal, 
and a symptom of alienation. “Cut off voluntarily as he was from nature 
and from people, . . . he felt increasingly the need for an exchange of ideas. 
Yet, as he distrusted some, and others did not care to listen to him, . . . 
he talked to himself and in strictest secrecy kept a diary.” 
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A somewhat different instance is provided by Jurij OleSa’s “Envy” 
(Zavist’). This novel, one of the most sophisticated works of early Soviet 
fiction, consists of two parts: Part I is written in the form of a quasi-diary 
kept by the chief protagonist Kavalerov, a Soviet “underground man”, 
an unreconstructed individualist who leads a marginal existence in the 
shadow of a successful Soviet bureaucrat and neo-Philistine, Andrej 
Babitev. In part II the first-person narrative is abandoned as Kavalerov 
is made to share the limelight with his newly discovered ally Ivan Babi- 
tev. This flamboyant relic of “bourgeois” romanticism confronts the 
ultra-efficient and smug new men with a quixotic challenge in behalf of the 
old-fashioned emotions which they seek to discard. 

At the purely technical level, the hybrid narrative manner of Envy is 
clearly a matter of experimenting with the point of view. (There is no 
question but that OleSa was one of the most form-conscious Soviet prose 
writers). Yet one is tempted to speculate as to the possible connection 
between this shift in the narrative focus and the change in the situation of 
the main protagonist. If Kavalerov’s soliloqui, with its unmistakeable 
echoes from Dostoevskij’s novel, with its shuttling between day-dreaming 
and bitter debunking of the powers that be, is a fit vehicle for the hero’s un- 
relieved loneliness, the more “‘objective” narrative mode of the second 
part may correspond to the fact that Kavalerov is no longer alone. He 
remains unadjusted to the new society, but now he can share his malad- 
justment and frustration with with a fellow “deviant”. Both Ivan 
Babiéev and Kavalerov are outsiders, the last Mohicans of an “‘obsolete”’ 
set of values and a doomed way of life. But now that they have found 
each other they can walk the plank together. The solipstic world-picture 
fades away, be it for a while, and so does its most telling emblem, the self- 
involved and self-addressed monologue. 
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Pika BpeMecH® Bb CBOCMb CTPEMACHbH 
Yuocurs sch abaa Awe 
V1 tonuts Bb mponactu 3sa6senba 


Hapogpi, yapcrsa u yapeit. 
A eCAM 4TO HM OCTaeTCA 


Upest sByku AMpsI uM TpyOnl, 
To sbanoctru *xepAoM® moxpetca 
VM o6mett ne yixgers cyap61! 


IIpusejenubie CTuxM, MOCAegHMe B TBOpyecTBe JlepxaBuHa, Ob 
BIIepBbIe HalleyaTaHbl wepes HECKOABKO MECAIJEB MOCAe CMepTH 
mosta (9—oro maa 1816 r.) B Came orevectsa (1816 r., 4. 31, XXX, 
ctp. 175) c mpumeqannem, AalousMM AIOOOnbITHBIM OTYeET O IPOMCxOx- 
AeCHMM STMX CTMXOB: ,,3a TPH AHM JO KOHUHMHBI CBOeM, rAdqa Ha 
BUCeBIIy!IO B KaOMHETe ero M3BECTHy1IO MCTOpH4ecKkylo KapTy Pexa 
BpeMeH, Hawa OH CTMxOTBOpeHHe Ha TACHHOCTE M yCIeA HallMcaTb 
mepsbiiit Kymaert.””? 

Baarogapa cBoeli SMOYMOHAABHOM OKpacKe STOT OTUET KPEIIKO 
BOWICA B AMTepaTypHO-MCTOpHyecKkylo TpadsMUMio, HM yMOMAHYTEIC 
CTMXM IIPHHATO CUMTaTh parMeHTOM M3 HeOKOHYeHHOTO, Goace 
o6uimpHoro cTuxoTBopeHua.”? Drum u OObACHACTCA TO MOpasHTeABHoe 
OOCTOATEABCTBO, 4YTO HECMOTPA Ha MX WIMPOKy!0 M3BECTHOCTh, He 








* Cunrato npusTHoi o6asaHHocTBIO cepgsesHO mo6aarogapuTs upod. J. 10. 
TIlanosa, upod. 4. WM. Umxescxoro u mpod. P. O. Axo6cona 3a oka3aHHy10 MHE 
TOMO. 

1 Bce yutats1 us Coumnennit Jlepxasuna 4aHbI 10 BTOpoMy akaJeMM4ecKOMy 
usgzanuio, I-VII (CII6., 1868-1878). Cruxorsopenue u mpumesaHne K HeMy 
HallevaTaHbI B TpeTbem Tome, crp. 178-179. 

* B aexyuu Bs Tapspapackom yHusepcutete sumo 1951-2 r. P. O. Axo6con 
BbICKa3aA MHCHHE, 4TO 9TH BOCEMb CTPOK IIpeACTaBAMIOT COOOl 3aKOHYCHHOE CTHXO- 
Taopenne. Ilo caoBam Ako6coua, Ko BpeMeHH NepBoit MMPOBO! BOMHBI STOT BSTAAZ 
6nIA pacmpocrpaHeH cpeqgu auTepatyposegos Mocxosckoro yHuBepcuteta. 
Oguako, MHe He y4aaocb HaiiTH COOTBETCTByIOWMX yKa3aHHii B neyaTu. [los queii- 
Ime M34aHHA CTHXOTBOP€HHA NOBTOPAIOT TpaAMIMOHHEIM pacckas O ero MIpoHc- 
xoxfeHuu; cp. Hamp. IT. Tyxoscxuii, Xpecromatua mo pycckoi autTepatype 
XVIII sexa (Mocxsa, 1938), crp. 288. 








f 
] 
¢ 
I 
] 
I 
) 
( 


so Ak fir te 


im ae. ae. 2 





7avtan UGS 


Na 
' 


® 





O HESAMEYEHHOM AKPOCTHMXE AEPKABHHA 233 


6n1A0 AO CMX MOP OTMeYeHO, 4TO CTMXM COAepxKaT akpocTux. 
Hauaannnie 6yKsni Bcex BocbMuM crpok, PYMHA 4TH, na camom 
eae, AalwoT NOAXOAAIMM 3aroAOBOK AAA CTHXOTBOPCHHA, MOBECTBy- 
wero 06 semepHOCTH BCex YeAOBeUeCKUX AeCAHM M AOCTHKEeHUI. 
Haawane Takoro aKpOCcTMxa H€Ab3A IIPHIMIMCaTb CuacTAMBOM CAy4yaii- 
HOCTH ; TAKHX COBMaAcHuli He OprBaet. Cae goBaTeabHO, HaJO mpezno- 
AaraTb, YTO aKPOCTMX ObIA yMBIIIACHHO BBCACH B CTHXOTBOpeHHe 
CaMMM TIOSTOM. 

IIpu scem sBCTBCHHOM IpaBgjono4obun BbICKasaHHOrO Mmpesno- 
AOKeHHA, OHO Tpebyer O6cCcHOBaHHA B OTJCABHBIX MyHKTAaX, 
KOTOPbI€ MOTyT BbI3BaTh COMHCHHA. 

CaeayeT OTMETHTE, 4TO CAOBA, COCTABAMIOIMe AKPOCTHX, HECKOAB- 
KO HeOOBTUHHI JAM ACKCHKM MNosTa uM ero coBpeMeHHUKOB. Hu 
PyHHa, HM 4TH He 3aperuCTpMpoBaHbI HM B CAOBape K COUMHCHHAM 
Aepxasuna,? Hu B AOCTYMHBIX MHE PpyCCKMX CAOBapsxX KOHUJa 
XVIII-wagaaa XIX ss.* Caoso pyuna ynorpebaeHo 3fecb B 
3HaYeHHH ,,1aszeHHa’, ,,KpyuieHua’, ,,ruOean”’, 4y*xJOM COBpeMcH- 
HOMy PyCCKOMy AMTepaTypHOMy caAoBoynoTpebaeHuio.' TepmuH 
PyHHa B AepxKaBMHCKOM aKPOCTHXe ABAACTCA IIPAMBIM, TOUHBIM 3a- 
HMCTBOBaHHeM M3 PpaHUyscKOro A3bIKa, B KOTOPOM ,,ruine” mMeeT 
MMCHHO 9TO sHayeHHe.® /lepxaBHHCKad 90xa Oorata Takoro poja 
KONMAMM PpaHYy3ckolt ACKCHKH,’ M MOABACHHE STOFO 3AMMCTBOBAHMA 
y AepxapuHa He JOAKHO AaBaTb NOBOAa K COMHCHHEM. 

Ajpesue-pycckaan opMa 4TH, POAMTeCAbHbI Mazex OT BCT, 
BcTpeyaetca B Caose o moaky Mropese aBa pasa B CAOBOCOueTaHMH 
»Muyam ce6b (cobb) urn’’.® Aepxasun xopomo 3sHaa Caoso, u, Kak 





* B aepatom Tome nepsporo akagemuyeckoro u34aHua Counnenniit Jepxapuna 
(CII6., 1883). 

 Caosapp Axagjemumu poccuiicko no as6yaHoMy nopagky pacnoaox*KeHHbIii 
(CII6., 1806-1822); Hoss poccuiicxo-panyyscko-HemMeyKMM CAOBapb COun- 
HeHHBI ... Msanom Tetimom (M. 1802); Caosaps yepxosHo-caaBaHcKoro uM 
PYCCKOrO #3bIKa COCTaBAeHHBIi 2-bm oTAeaom Vmnepatopckoli akagzemuM HaykK 
(CII6., 1847)fu H. A. Cmmpxos, 3anaqnoe Bauanue Ha pyccKuit a3b1K B [lerpos- 
cxyto snioxy (= C6opxmx org. pyccxoro a3. u ca., 88, 2) (1910). 

5 Caosapu ABagyaToro BeKa JalOT TOABKO 3Ha4eHHe ,,pasBaAMHa”; CM. Halip. 
A. Yuaxos, Toaxossiii caosapb pycckoro asbika (M., 1939), c mpumepom ymio- 
Tpe6aeHuA ,,PyHHbI”’ B STOM 3HAaYeCHMM M3 COUMHeEHHA Hexpacosa. 

* Cp. ,,Ruine f. magenue, pasopenue, norm6eas.” OpanyyscKoi yeaapuych 
MAM TIOAe3HOM AcKCHKOHS (Hosoe usganne, M., 1782), crp. 554. 

7 (Cm. B. Buxorpagos, Ouepku mo ucropum pycckoro AMTepaTypHOro A3bIKa 
XVII-XIX ss. (Aciigen, 1949), ra. IV-V. 

® Wpomsecxas mécup o noxog’ na noaosyaxt (Ilepsoe usganne, M., 1800), 
crp. 8 u 10. 
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mokasaa HegaBHo ®. fl. [Ipuiima, nepenumaa OTTy Aa CAOBa, OTCYTCT- 
Bylolgue B HyYOAMKayusAx BOCEMHaAUAaTOrO M HaYaAa AeBATHAAUATOrO 
BeKa, ,,eCAM TOABKO He C4UMTaTb NepBoro u34aHHa ,CaoBa O MOAKy 
VUropese’.”® XapaktepHo Takxe, yTo ormeyeHHEIe I] puiimoli caosa 
(mmmpaTEca mu cusbIli) ynorpeOasotca AepxaBHHbIM HMCHHO B TOM 
*e sHayeHHu, 4TO wu B Caose o nmoakxy Mropese. Bce, aro 65110 
CKa3aHO O 3aMMCTBOBaHMAX M3 CaoBa, BEPHO M M0 OTHOMICHMIO K 
opme uTu. 

Kpome mpuBe,eHHbIX ,,BHYTPCHHUX” akTOB, 3ACAy2KMBAIOT BHH- 
MaHHA M HEKOTOpLie ,,BHeWIHHe” MOMeHTEI. B nepByio ovepe rb Hao 
OFrOBOpuTb, 4YTO Cpegu omyOAMKOBaHHBIX cTuxoTBOpeHHi Jlep2xa- 
BHHa HeT Apyroro akpocruxa. Hean3a, 04HaKO, IpHIMMCEIBaTb STOMy 
o6crosTeabcTBy oco6oro sHayeHHA, MOTOMy 4TO B MosTHM4eECKOli 
Tpaguyuu 6apoKko, kK KOTOpOii, HECOMHEHHO, mpuMsiKaa u Jlepxa- 
BHH,!° akpocTux ObIA COBEPUICHHO eECTeCTBEHHBIM IIpHemom."! Bauzy 
MHOTOUMCACHHEIX OBITOB JjepxaBuHa Had pasHOOOpasHbIMH CTHXO- 
TBOPHBIMH @opMamu,?? oTcyTCTBHe AKPOCTHXOB KaxKeTCA HECKOABKO 
cTpaHHbIM. MoxxHo nogospesatb, He CbIrpaAa AM TyT YeH3OpCKy10 
POAb IIpecaoByTaa BpaxAeOHOCTE u3AaTeAd COUMHeHH JlepxaBuHa, 
ak 4emuka I'pora, k yBAcdeHHaM Osta MpobaemaMM 4YHCTO PopMaab- 
HOTO xapakTepa.}* 

Dro orpuyareabHoe OTHOMIeHMe T'potra — mpw4MHa TOMy, 4TO Tak 
M OCTaACd HeOMyOAMKOBaHBIM MOAHBIM TekcT PaccyxazeHuA O AMpH- 
wecKOl 093MM, KOTOpoe O6bIAO MOYTM roTOBO K MeywaTH nepes 
cMepTbl0 nosta. B cpoem mocaegHeM McbMe K mpeocs. EsreHnio 
Kaayxckomy — or 20-oro mona 1816 r. — AepxasuH numer: 














® @. A. Tipuima, ,,,Caoso o noaxy ITropese’ 8 autepatypHoit xu3sHu XIX Bexa,”’ 
Tpyabl orgeaa apesHe-pycckol aurepatypsi, X (1954), 235; cm. taxme 234 
u 236. 

10 Cm. D. Cizevsky, Outline of Comparative Slavic Literatures (Boston, 1952), crp. 
69 u 80. 

11 AxkpoOcTHxXH 4acTO BCTpedaloTca B pycckoi peaurMosHOi nos3sHu, cp. D. 
Cnaccxuit, Pyccxoe aurypruueckoe tTBopyectso (IIlapwx, 1951). Cm. taxxe 
J. Tuwim, Pegaz deba, (Krakéw, 1947) u peyensmo J. Unxescxoro 8 Zeitschrift 
fiir slavische Philologie, XXII (1953), 178-179. 

12 Kak apkue o6pasybl IpHeMoB XapaKTepHEIX JAM NosTHKM OapOKKO MO2xKHO 
MpuBeCTH cAezyIoWMe cTruxoTBOpeHua JlepxaBuHa: cTuxOoTBOpeHHe B opme 
moruani, Counnenna, III, crp. 346; cruxorsopenue B dopMe NMpaMM ABI, TaM Ke, 
crp. 295; cruxu, koTopnle 4HTalOTCA ClIpaBa HAACBO, TaK 2Ke KaK CAe€Ba HalIpaBo, 
Tam xe, crp. 347. 

18 ~Peskyio “ xopomio O60CcHOBaHHYIO KPHTMKy PeAaKTOPCKOM AeCATCABHOCTU 
Tpora aaet I. T'yxoscxuit B ,,AuteparypHom Hacaegctse I. P. Aepxxasuna,”’ 
AurepatypHoe Hacaesctso, IX-X (1933), crp. 369-396. 
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,,BuporeM CKaxXy BaM, 4YTO # N10 3aMe4aHMAM BallIMM MepelpaBasio 
Tenepb Moe PaccyxyzeHue 0 AMpHueckoi nossmu. Xouwerca u34aTb 
yeaod KHwxKKoii.’’!4 

B sTux samMeyanuax Esrenuii ropoput u 06 akpoctuxe. Ou 
o6paimjaeT BHuMaHUe JlepxKaBMHa Ha TO, 4TO HEKOTOPBIe MCaAMBI 
sBASIOTCA AKPOCTHXaMH, M AaeT ux crmcoK.'* Kak BUAHO M3 pyKONMCH 
PaccyxazeHua, JepxaBHH JOCAOBHO BKAIOUMA 3aMeyaHua Esrenua 
B raaBy 06 akpocruxe. Tak KaK 9Ta KOPOTKaa rAaBa COJepKUT 
HHTepeCHOe BBICKa3bIBAHMe MOsTa O POAM aKPOCTHXa, a Takxe, 
B Ka¥ecTBe IpHMepa, HeOmyOAMKOBaHHOe cTHxOTBOpeHue Jlepxa- 
BHA, 1 MO3BOAI0 Cee BOCIIpOMsBeCTH BCIO rAaBy.'® 
Ha koneyb CiOAbI 2K OTHOCATCA AKPOCTUIIIA, MAM KaKb y HaCb 
Bb I€PKOBHEIX} KHMTaXx’b Ha3bIBaloTCcA Kpaerpania (kpaecruulis) 
Bb KOTOPbIXb 3arAaBHbiA KaKAarO CTHXa GyKBbI COACPKaTb Bb 
ce6é uMa, Bb YECTh KOCTO CTHXH TIMCaHbI, HAM Kakoe HMOyAb 
3HAYMTEABHOE CAOBO, KOCTO MOSTb OTKPBITO JAA BCX CKa3aTb 
He xoTbab. [Sauepkuyto: ,,Bor mpumbps cero poga mbcua 
Mos: “ mpHOaBAeHO, MOUTH AOCAOBHO M3 MMcbMa Esrenua:]} 
IIpumbpsr Tomy BuAuMb Apesubiiume Bb espeiickoii moss3in. 
A MMeHHO HeKOTOpbia caAMBI JjaBbIAOBbI AKPOCTHUIHBIA, KaK 
To: 24 xp Te6b Tocnogu Bosasuroxs. 33 6aarocaoBaw Tocno,a. 
36 He peBHyli AyKaBcTByiomuM®s. 110 ucnosbmca te6b Tocnogu. 
111 6,axent Myx Gosiica Tocnoga. 118 6aaxenu Hemopor- 
Hin. 144 BosHecy ta Boxe Moi, MOTOMy 4TO Bb HUXb KaxkAbili 
cTuxb AM6o mOAycTMmie HawMHaeTca 10 eBpelickomy a30y4- 
HOMy Nlopsa4ky, 6ykost a36yku. 

Ho sors nmpumbps pyccKkaro akpoctuulia Bb yecTb Kuasa 
Kytysosa: 





Korga Bb Buay Tai Bceii BCeACHHEI 
Hanoacoua nocpaMua, 

Aspiku OJOAbAb CryWeHHEl, 
SalguTHUKOM® MOAcBbra 6b1AB; 
Koraa te6é cyqp6n1 npesbansr 

Yb Aaau — TPOHBI YapcTBE cOepeys, 


%@ ~Counnenna, VI, crp. 382. 

16 ~6Tam xe, crp. 355-356. 

16 Pyxonucs Paccyx4eHHaA COCTaBASeT 4acTb MaTOrO TOMa ApxuBa JjepxaBuHa, 
xpaHameroca B Aenuurpagckoit [Ty6amanoit Bu6anorexe um. M. E. Caatsixosa- 
Weapuna. [Jurats: us pyxonucu (aa. 132-133) gaHst m0 NOAyGeHHOMy MHOIO 


MMKPOHAbMy. 
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Tpoden sacayXuTb CepAcuHEl, 
Yenuauts AnekcaHApoBt Mb4b ; 
Saogbest ustpe6uts BpaxzeOHEIX, 
O6pécrs 6escmepruniit AaBps n06bz5, 
Bp spataxt Esponsi pacTBopeHHbixs 
Cmpirs Kposbio 3A06nI Jepskilt cabazb; 
Mocxsy ocso6o04uTb nompaHHy, 
Oreuectso ciacTu OTb 3048, 

Atstp aaah nyts npecha tupany, 
EMH’ OCHOBBIBaTb IIPeCTOA: — 

He ymoauuts notomctst Taaroas! 
Ce mats Ts0a Poccia — spu: 

Ko rpo6y pyku mpocrupaerts, 
Oxusuiaa To6oit prrgzaers, 

VM naauyts o Te6b yapu!?’ 


Aw6onsirHo, yro “3 AByx PyHKYyMi akpocTuxa, Ha3BaHHBIXx Jlep- 
%KaBHHBIM, MAAIOCTpupyeTca TOABKO mepsas. [Ipumepos akpoctuxa 
MCHOAHMOIWerO BTOpylo PyHKYMIO, HET Takxe B CouMHeHHAX Jlep- 
*KaBHHa, CCAM H€ CUMTATb NOCACAHME CTMXH, KOTOPbie AeiicTBUTeAb- 
HO ,,cOgepxaT B ce6e . . . CAOBO KOCFO MOST OTKPBITO AAA BCCX 
cKa3aTb He xoTeaA.” Egspa am nogospepaA JjepxxaBuH, 4TO 9TH 
CAOBCYKM OCTaHYTCA MOTACHHBIMM B TeYeHHe MOAyTOpa BeKOB. 


KoppextypHoe mpumeyanne: Cneyuaaucrka m0 pyccKoli AeKcuke 
XVII-XVIII ss. G. Hittl-Worth aro6esHo ykasaaa MHe, YTO CAOBO 
pyvHa, XOTA OTCyTCTByeT B CAOBapsXx, BCTpeyaeTCA B Pa3AMUHbIX 
rexctax XVIII 8. u yxe B nbece Konya XVII B. 06 Anekcee yeao- 
Beke 6oxbem. Cm. H. C. Tuxonpasos, Pycckue apamatuyeckue 
mpoussegsenua 1672-1725 rogos (Cn6., 1874), crp. 4: 


Tale PbIXAO BBINIOAHATS HeOy yKpaHHy, 
Bs KOTOpOd 3AbIM AHTeCAB BYMHMAM PyHHy. 


17 B rpersem tome Counnenuit HallevaTaHbI 4Ba ApPyrMx CTMXOTBOpeHMA Ha 
cmepts Kytysosa: ,,Ha cmeptb deabaMapulaaa kH. Cmoaenckoro” (crp. 123-125) 
u ,, lAeHue u HeTAeHue”’ (cTp. 130-132). 





lit 


Sores ous 


kc 


)- 





THE NARRATIVE PROSE OF BRJUSOV 
by 
Vv. SETSCHKAREFF 


Harvard University 


While the poetry of Russian Symbolism has been often discussed and 
analy*.d, sometimes in a very detailed manner, the prose of the Sym- 
bolists has been decidedly neglected. Of course Sologub’s short stories 
and his Melkij bes have been praised or condemned, Belyj’s Serebrjannyj 
golub’ and, above all, Peterburg have been acknowledged to be very 
interesting from the ideological point of view and very queer in style, 
but a thorough, objective consideration even of these well-known works 
has not yet been undertaken. So far as I know, nobody has examined 
the prose of Zinaida Gippius, which is much more extensive (if by no 
means more important) than her poetry, or the peculiarly polished prose 
of Kuzmin — and concerning Valerij Brjusov there are few people who 
know that his artistic prose even exists. Yet Symbolism (and not only 
in Russia) never confined itself to poetry, and the high quality of its 
poetic productions should not overshadow its achievements in prose. 
The prose of the Symbolists in Russia is quite varied in type, while there 
is much more ideological and stylistic unity in their poetry, but this 
very differentiation makes us see and appreciate the whole movement in 
deeper and more penetrating manner. 

Valerij Brjusov, the leader and to a certain degree the pioneer of 
Symbolism in Russia, is generally known as a poet and perhaps as a 
scholar. His studies in the poetry of PuSkin, for example, have a lasting 
merit, as do his numerous articles on the theory of verse and his clever 
literary reviews and essays (e.g., those on Gogol’ or Tjutéev). His nar- 
rative prose has never attracted too much attention. Seeking an ex- 
planation for this fact, we could point out the rather “daring” themes 
of his short stories and the sometimes very high erudition of Ognennyj 
angel, which might deter the ordinary reader. But Altar’ pobedy should 
be generally much more appreciated, considering the fact that it is much 
better in every respect that the very popular historical novels of MerezZ- 
kovskij. If, on the whole, Brjusov could not be expected to enjoy too 
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great popularity, still the more discriminating reader will derive a great 
pleasure from his tales and novels, and the literary scholar will find in 
them a very stimulating example of a “knowing” way of telling tales, 
of an extremely conscious virtuosity in handling words, together with 
a passionate temperament and an astonishing range of knowledge and 
education. 

Brjusov maintained that the care given to the structure of prose should 
not be less than that given to the structure of poetry. An “assurance of 
movement” and “wingedness” (uverennost’ dvizenija, krylatost’) is as 
necessary for prose as it is for verse.! Prose, as well as verse, serves to 
express the personality of the poet, who must be honest and genuine in 
trying to express what he thinks to be the truth? — whether he does it 
in more or less bound language does not really matter. The limits be- 
tween poetry and prose are uncertain: very characteristic is the answer 
which Brjusov gave to Sergej Andreevskij — a good poet and the author 
of the exciting Book on Death — when he expressed his pessimistic views 
on the future of poetry in view of the progressive dissolution of classical 
meter and rhyme in modern poetry.* Brjusov declared that verse is not 
dissolving but only enlarging its scope, changing its shape: “In all 
spheres of being the desire to manifest, to express personality becomes 
stronger and stronger; every activity becomes lyricism - in numbers, 
sounds, colors, lines. It may be hoped that in a distant future all speech 
will become verse.’’4 

The truthful reproduction of his reality, be it in new and fantastic 
combinations, should be the highest law for the artist - whether in poetry 
or in prose makes no essential difference. But as form, in the opinion 
of the Symbolists, is the decisive factor in the possibility of conveying 
one’s ideas to other people, the same care that is bestowed on the com- 
position and structure of verse should be given to the composition of 
prose pieces as well. Brjusov always had the tendency to demonstrate 
his theories by action (and this earned for him in poetry the reputation 
of being an “‘academic poet” — an assertion not true on the whole), so 
from the beginning his tales united genuine feeling and a pronounced 
clarity of form, attained by a certain distance, a slightly ironic attitude, 
which keep the presentation of this feeling under constant control. 


1 Preface to the first edition of Zemnaja os’ (1907), page VIII. 
Cf. “Karl V. (Dialog o realizme v iskusstve)”, Zolotoe runo, 1906, No. 4, pp. 61-67. 

% “VyroZdenie rifmy (Zametki o novoj poézii)”, Mir iskusstva, 1901, No. 5, pp. 211- 

236. 

* “Otvet g-nu Andreevskomu”, Mir iskusstva 1901, No. 5, pp. 237-247. 
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In the preface to her edition of Brjusov’s diaries (Dnevniki 1891-1901, 


il prigotovila k pecati I. M. Brjusova, Moskva, 1927) his wife writes: 
les, =. cabmmy ero MHTOHAYMM, BYXKY 2KECTEI, MOMHIO ero yaniOKy, 
ith i Cepbe3HOCTb TOHA, BMECTE C A€TKOM WIyTKOM, KpaTKOCTb, cBoeobpa3- 
ind HyI0 PaCCTaHOBKy CAOB M MOpa3sHTeAbHyIO ACHOCTh pacckKa3a.” 
| This is a good description of most Brjusov’s prose work — but to the 
uld earnestness of tone, the clarity and the light jest, one factor should be 
of added: this is his passionateness, the enormous tension of feeling which, 
as | combined with serious clarity and a touch of irony, is the perfect char- 
to acterization of Brjusov’s personal style, expressing his own truth in the 
in genuine way he wanted. Unusual, extraordinary events, abnormally 
it excited passions, reality on the verge of fantasy, the state of transition 
- between wakefulness and dream — such are the favorite topics of Brjusov’s 
fer | prose. But in the same way as in his verse the heat of the contents is 
or controlled by the icy form of presentation - they penetrate each other, 
ws and out of the tension between these two opposites results the aesthetic 
al effect of Brjusov’s prose. “I think that the task of a poet is to hand over 
ot to others the whole fullness of his soul. ... A poet is not a person whose 
all soul is higher in essence, more valuable than that of other people, but a 
es person who can feel more clearly and retell his feelings. ...”° Without 
Ss any doubt Brjusov had this gift. 
: The printed prose heritage of Brjusov is comparatively small: there 
are about twenty-five short stories, of which seventeen were published 
ic in two volumes: 1. Zemnaja os’ (1907; 2nd edition, 1911, with the addition 
ry | of four stories), 2. Nodci i dni (1913). In the magazine Russkaja mysl’ 
| 


we have the excellent narrative “‘Reja Silvija’’ (1914, N. 6, pp. 2-25) and 


ig “Obruéenie DaSi” (1913, N. 12, pp. 179-231), both reprinted in the 
a- series Universal’naja biblioteka with the addition of “Eluli syn Eluli” 
of (1915 and 1917). The bibliography in Russkaja literatura XX. veka 
te (1890-1910) edited by S. Vengerov (1914-15) names more titles, all of 
n which appeared in 1901-2 in the periodical Russkij List, which does 
‘0 not seem to exist anywhere outside of Russia so that I have been unable 
d to read them. Beside the stories, we have two long novels: Ognennyj 
“s angel (first printed in the magazine Vesy and then as a book in 1908, 


(2 vols.) and Altar’ pobedy (first printed in Russkaja Mysl’ 1911-12 and 

then in the 12th and 13th volumes of the “Sirin” edition of Brjusov’s 

' complete collected works - which, by the way, is very incomplete). A 

. very valuable volume published in 1934, Neizdannaja proza, contains 


§ V. Brjusov, Jz moej Zizni. Moja junost’. Pamjati (1927), p. 7. 
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the continuation of Altar’ pobedy: Jupiter poverzennyj and several frag- 
ments of historical novels which give an idea of Brjusov’s plans for the 
future. Small fragments of another long novel, Sem’ zemnyx soblaznov, 
were published in the Almanach Severnye cvety na 1911 god (Skorpion, 
pp. 169-223). In Brjusov’s diaries and in the reminiscences of his con- 
temporaries we find an impressive number of titles for novels and tales 
which were planned but never published. Many of these presumably 
exist, even if only in fragmentary form in his unpublished drafts. 

In the preface to the first edition of Zemnaja os’ Brjusov’s awareness 
of what he does becomes perfectly clear. First of all, he states the most 
important literary influences on his art: he points out Edgar Allan Poe 
as responsible for Respublika JuZnogo Kresta and Teper’ kogda ja pro- 
snulsja; for V Podzemnoj Tjur’me, it is Anatole France whose stylizations 
of the narrative manner of older epochs he has adopted; Stanislaw 
Przybyszewski’s influence is to be found in Sestry. Then Brjusov de- 
clares that we have to distinguish in literature narratives of character 
and narratives of situation (rasskazy xarakterov, rasskazy polozenij). 
While in the first category the outstanding or typical characters are im- 
portant and the action exists only to offer the possibility of disclosing 
their souls to the reader, the second category presents exceptional events 
and the characters are important only in so far as they are involved in 
the basic action. As his own stories in this volume belong to the second 
category, he does not wish to be criticized because of his incomplete 
characterizations. He proceeds to explain that there are again two ways 
of looking at the narrated events: the first is the objective method, in 
which the author narrates from his own point of view; the second 
method “breaks the events in the prism of a certain soul”, looks at the 
events with the eyes of an other person. It is the second method which 
Brjusov uses here and which accounts for some stylistic and ideological 
peculiarities of the tales. 

In the preface to the second edition, which is much shorter, Brjusov 
points out the commonness of “manner”, of the stylistic devices in the 
eleven tales and stresses the fact that they are still united by one thought, 
which is presented in each of them from a different side. This is the 
Hoffmannesque idea that there is no definite limit between the real and 
the imagined world, between “dream” and “reality’’, “life” and “fantasy”. 
“What we usually think to be imagination is perhaps the highest reality 
of the world, and the reality recognized by all is perhaps the most 
terrible delirium.” (page VII).® 


* No doubt Brjusov knew E. T. A. Hoffmann and took some of his motifs from him. 








SSESSBSFS _ 


lov 


he 


ygoaooprcegp gs 2S 


Bi 


-_ 


oe “ss 








THE NARRATIVE PROSE OF BRJUSOV 241 


It is true that the style described above gives a clear unity to the stories 
despite the variety of their themes. V podzemnoj tjur’me, Respublika 
Juinogo Kresta and ZaScita are stylistic tours de force (with no pejorative 
meaning attached to the term). In the first story, Brjusov wishes to 
imitate an Italian novella (the subtitle is: “‘after an Italian manuscript 
of the beginning of the sixteenth century”, or rather (as he confesses 
himself) he is imitating the imitations of Anatole France. But strangely 
enough, Brjusov remains himself in spite of this double imitation: the 
tension of his quiet, precise narrative joined to the atrocities described 
(there is no irony in this story) avoids the refined boredom of Anatole 
France and has nothing of the robust naiveté of the genuine Italian 
novella. The sufferings of the high-born, splendid Julia in the horrible 
dungeon, her betrothal to the poor fisherman Marco under the influence 
of distressing circumstances, and her repudiation of the betrothal when 
circumstances change — all this is given in very few, but extremely effect- 
ive, strokes. In the beginning, for example, Brjusov uses only normal, 
short sentences, with no special stylistic coloring, to narrate the over- 
throwing of Otranto by the Turks and the attempt of the victorious 
Axmet PaSa to force Julia into his harem. But her refusal is told with one 
small inversion: “‘no ne soglasilas’ gordaja neapolitanka...” — and the 
pathos of the situation, as well as the pride that is a characteristic trait 
of the heroine, are indicated without further explanation; at the same 
time the short sentence provides the transition from the introduction 
to the action. Just as he manages to give the stylistic trait significance 
in spite of its smallness, Brjusov avoids explaining at length the reactions 
of his characters: the effective end of the story depends entirely on 
Marco’s smile (usmeska), which contains a scale of feelings that has no 
need to be pointed out. One is reminded of the “pospeSnyje obety 
smeSnyje, mozZet byt’, vsevidjaStej sud’be” of Baratynskij, whom Brjusov 
loved. 

In Respublika Juinogo Kresta Brjusov indulges in his love for utopias: 
he gives an account of an excellently organized totalitarian state of the 
future in Antarctica, the inhabitants of whose capital are suddenly seized 
by the “mania contradicens” - they say and do the contrary of what 
they really want. This naturally leads to the dissolution of order and 
complete decay of the huge city —- a process which is described in all its 
details, illustrating the thesis that men without reins become worse than 
beasts. Sadism and sick eroticism of all kinds dominate the scene. 
Brjusov writes in the style of a journalist of coming centuries “who is 
not too well informed, rather indifferent to all events, but who endeavors 
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to shine in exhibiting his scientific knowledge and to display a lot of 
feeling.” (Preface, Ist ed., page IX). Brjusov’s concern is again to oppose 
style and events, and he does it in a masterly way. By the contrast 
between the slightly sentimental, matter-of-fact prose of the reporter 
and the things narrated, he manages to make us feel in a symbolic way 
the dangers surrounding humanity, dangers from within, which are at 
their highest exactly in an environment of absolute order and apparent 
security. 

The narrative Zaséita is particularly interesting. It is clearly an at- 
tempt to write in the style of Puskin. Brjusov wanted to do here what 
he had done in some of his poetry: to fuse the manner of PuSkin, which 
he thought to be the pattern of genuine poetry in every respect, with the 
themes and feelings which were stressed by Romanticism and Sym- 
bolism. V. Zirmunskij has examined the connection of Brjusov with the 
heritage of PuSkin’ for his poetry and has found that this connection 
has been much exaggerated by the literary critics. He is absolutely right 
in maintaining that the characteristic classic features cannot be applied 
to Brjusov’s poems and that his continuation of Egipetskie nodi is 
different from PuSkin’s classical manner. But still the fact remains that 
the outward similarities between PuSkin and Brjusov are very strong. 
Zirmunskij has, in my opinion, too strong a tendency to understate this 
fact, perhaps because of his generally polemical attitude. PuSkin was 
not only a classic; his romantic vein is rather strong, and in poetry his 
logical precision is not always as strict as Zirmunskij maintains. His 
romanticism is quite different from Brjusov’s symbolistic attitude, and 
in poetry this difference is obvious, but in prose, where exactness and 
shortness of speech and a supernatural theme are used by both, a certain 
kinship of both poets (without any doubts about their relative greatness) 
is greater than Zirmunskij will admit. Of course Brjusov expressly 
imitates PuSkin in this story — but still the influence of PuSkin’s style is 
so obvious in his whole work, and his imitation is so natural that we 
can say that the heritage of PuSkin in Russian Symbolism is not as in- 
significant as Zirmunskij professes to find it. 

It is particularly of Vystrel and Pikovaja dama that we think when 
reading Zaséita. Brjusov treats a kind of Laodamia theme (an antique 
legend which inspired him for the tragedy Protesilaj umerSij). The dead 
husband of the heroine visits her, so that their love remains unshaken. 
In PuSkin’s manner it is a frame story: a colonel R. tells the young “I” 
what happened 25 years ago. They are both guests at a country-estate 
7 Valerij Brjusov i nasledie Puskina (Peterburg, 1922). 
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and the Colonel has remained silent during a general conversation on 
ghosts. But alone with the narrator he tells him how, as a young dare- 
devil staying in a garrison-town, he fell in love with a Mrs. S. (the 
initials instead of names are indicative!) and managed to stay a night 
in her house. In answer to his declaration of love, she had told him that 
her husband still came to her, and he, sleeping in the dead man’s room 
conceived the idea of disguising himself in his clothes and, relying on a 
certain resemblance to him and on the darkness, appearing to his wife. 
He succeeded in penetrating into her room and was about to achieve 
his purpose, when suddenly he saw the real husband making a threatening 
gesture with his arm - whereupon he fled. There is of course a vague 
possibility of a natural explanation, as a mirror is mentioned before which 
Mrs. S. is sitting in her dressing room when things happen; but it is 
mentioned en passant. The uncanny atmosphere, recalling strongly the 
apparition of the Old Countess to Hermann, never induces Brjusov to 
abandon his clear-cut, short phrasing. The beginning of the Colonel’s 
tale runs as follows: ,,Cayamaocb sTO CO MHOMi 25 AeT TOMY Ha3aJ, 
a To u Goaee, B CepequHe 70-THIxX rofoB. Al TOrAa TOABKO-4TO BBIIICA 
Bopuyepsi. Hau moak cros, B *, MaACHBKOM roposKe -oli ryGepHun. 
IIpopoqMaw MBI BpeMs, KaK OOBIKHOBCHHO TIpoBOAAT Oduyepsr: 
KyTHAM, MIpaAM B KapTbI M yXaxKMBaAM 3a KeCHIUMHaMM ...” The 
end: ,,Al ownyaca Ha sape. Al Oba Bce B TOM xe 4yKO OFexJe. C 
MYWHTCABHBIM CTBIZOM A CHAA €€ M MOBECHA Ha CBOE MECTO. 
Ogesumcs 8 cBoi MyHAMp, a OTbICKaA Marses u cCka3aa, 4TO 
yesxaio ToTuac. Ou, NOBHAMMOMy, HHCKOABKO He yAuBHAca. Topxu- 
wnyto T'aamty, a cmpocua, cuut Am GOappmna. Ta orseyaaa, 4To 
,MOUMBAIOT NOKOMHO”’. Dro Mena OO6OApuao. A nompocua nepezaTE 
MOM M3BMHCHMA B TOM, 4YTO ye3x%KalO HE MPOCTMBINIMCh M yCKaKaa.” 

The similarities are so obvious that they do not need support by 
quotations from PuSkin. PuSkin’s frequent use of gerunds — like sdelav, 
uvidev — is adopted by Brjusov in his whole work, and much of his ironic 
distance is achieved by it. The last-quoted paragraph imitates even the 
specific speech-melody of PuSkin, achieved by the device of closing a 
paragraph of short sentences with a longer one. The influence of PuSkin 
on Brjusov’s prose would justify a special, detailed analysis, which might 
lead to a certain revaluation of Zirmunskij’s thesis. 

All the other stories in the first volume treat the contrast between 
reality and fantasy, and especially the border where they intersect; from 
subtle psychological studies they pass to psychopathology, which in the 
atmosphere created by Brjusov does not seem to be illness. 
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Bemol’ shows Brjusov from an unfamiliar side. It is the story of a 
salesgirl in a stationery shop, who creates a fantastic world of the objects 
in her realm and, when she is dismissed, cannot overcome the longing 
for what she has lost. While in his poetry Brjusov has a tendency to 
*‘magnophilia” (as Mirsky called it), in prose he prefers the normal size, 
even the small. The subtitle of Bemol’, Iz Zizni odnoj iz malyx six, shows 
that he was aware of this fact. The story even has a Dostoevskian touch: 
the wicked, greedy owner of the shop is Karolina Gustavovna — the 
customers finding the girl in her reveries “‘zlo usmexalis’, dumaja éto 
razbudili sonlivuju prikazticu” and without any doubt poor Anna Niko- 
laevna has much in common with the hero of Belye noéi. 

The contrast of reality and fantasy becomes more dangerous in Mra- 
mornaja golovka — Rasskaz brodjagi. It is the story of a man, told by 
himself to “‘I’’ in prison, who once loved and seduced a woman, deserted 
and forgot her, and later learned that she had died soon after their 
separation. He became rich and successful, but afterwards lost his 
fortune and came to live as a tramp. While mending something in a rich 
villa he sees the marble head of a girl, a valuable old bust, which reminds 
him of his guilt. Obsessed with the desire to see the head again, he 
attempts to do so at night, is discovered, and is tried as a thief. His 
passionately told tale (a significant phrase concerning the woman is “‘vse 
povsednevnoe, soprikasajas’ s nej, stanovilos’ fantastiteskim”) - cul- 
minating in such exclamations as: “‘Ax, est’ éto-to postydnoe dlja éelo- 
veka v étoj sposobnosti zabyvat’” — has a surprising end, when to the 
offer of “I’’ to help him out of prison he answers: “‘Cto, esli Niny nikogda 
ne bylo, a moj bednyj um, oslabev ot alkogolja, vydumal vsju istoriju 
étoj ljubvi, kogda ja smotrel na mramornuju golovku?”’ With one stroke 
reality is made questionable. The story contains a fine example of Brju- 
sov’s similes, which, as will be shown later, constitute one of the most 
original traits of his prose: ‘“‘No ja Zadno stal sobirat’ vospominanija 
o Nine, kak podbirajut Serepki ot razbivSejsja dragocennoj vazy.”” The 
figure fits excellently in the atmosphere of digging up old beauty (the 
theme of the marble head) paralleled with the digging up of remini- 
scences. 

It is no great step from this doubt about reality and fantasy to a con- 
dition which normally would be called insanity, but which in Brjusov 
has the halo of higher reality. Three stories of the volume are clearly 
pathological: V zerkale - (Iz arxiva psixiatra), Teper’ kogda ja pros- 
nulsja — (Zapiski psixopata) and Sestry — (Iz sudebnyx zagadok). 

I will not recall in detail the role of mirrors in Romantic thinking - 
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from E. T. A. Hoffmann to Lewis Carroll there exists a strong tradition 
which apparently will not die. Brjusov’s heroine writes: ,,Moeci 
¢AMHCTBCHHOM CTpacTbW CTaAO OTAaBaTb CBOE TEAO STHM Ges3sBy4HbIM 
4aAsM, 9TMM TiepcriekTHBaM 6e3 dxO, STHM OTACABHBIM BCCACHHBIM, 
nepepesbiBalolyuM Hallly, CyIeCTByIOIJMM, Hallepekop CcOo3sHaHu10, 
B OJHO M TO Ke BpeMA HM B OAHOM M TOM Ke MeECTE Cc Heli. Dra 
BLIBePHYTaA ACHCTBUTEABHOCTh, OTACACHHAA OT HaC FAagAKOi M0- 
BEPXHOCTbIO CT€KAa, MOUEMy-TO HeAOCTyMHad OCA3AHMIO, BACKAa 
mena kK ceOe, mpuTaruBaAa Kak 6e34Ha, Kak Taina.” The story 
narrates how she got an especially clear and beautiful mirror (“Zerkala 
soxranjajut svoi litnye Serty. .. otdel’naja vselennaja v kaZdom zerkale”’), 
and how her own reflection tries to force her into the mirror and to take 
her place in life: “‘zanjat’ v naSem dome moe mesto”. The transition 
from the mirror to the problem of the double is of an urgent logic and 
Russian literature has two outstanding works dealing with it - Gogol’s 
Nos and Dostoevskij’s Dvojnik. But Gogol’s story, being funny, and 
Dostoevskij’s, being an attempt to write the same story without being 
funny, somewhat impair the stringency of this human and philosophical 
problem. It is more cutting, more frightening in Brjusov. The dis- 
passionate style in which he tells of the heroine’s gradually losing her 
place to her reflection contrasts most effectively with the contents of the 
story, as, for example, when suddenly “‘pervenstvo dviZenij perexodit k 
zerkalu”’. ... ““Mgnoven’jami ja potti ne znala, kto kogo vleéet k sebe: 
ona menja, ili ja ee, ona li Za%det moego mesta, ili ja zadumala vsju étu 
bor’bu, toby zamestit’ ee.”” The heroine doubts after the change of places 
where she really is now, she doubts her identity, and the seemingly happy 
end leaves an unsolved, threatening residue. 

Teper’ kogda ja prosnulsja begins with the statement that “‘po svoej 
prirode telovek prestupen”; that from the sight of the torture of his 
fellow-creatures he derives satisfaction. Out of this premise the story 
of a psychiatric case takes its issue. The hero has developed the ability 
to reach a state in which his mind knows that his body is asleep and feels 
free to follow its hidden instincts, knowing subconsciously that all the 
atrocities he commits are not real. He compares this state to the strange 
balance of water, alcohol and oil in a glass. In a sleep caused by certain 
drugs he feels something like a shock and knows that now fantasy is 
free. Once (after a long pause in his training caused by his marriage) 
the procedure does not work: he gets the shock, thinks he is sleeping, 
and kills his wife, only to learn afterwards that what he did was real. 
It is again the precise style which makes the tale impressive: indicative is 
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the way in which the hero looks at life from his beloved world of free 
instincts: “Ja umel i Zit’ v svoix grezax i sozercat’ étu zizn’ so storony”. 
The false, simulating manner of our life, which consists of conventional 
lies, is confronted with the freedom of genuine, natural reactions. We 
have in this attitude a kind of “estrangement”, a looking at life from a 
certain point of view, in the sense that Sklovskij claimed to be the true 
artistic presentation. The influence of Poe in this story is obvious in the 
theme but Brjusov’s style is much more concise and precise. 

Sestry is related to the former story: ,,StraSno byt’ naedine s svoimi 
mysljami, kogda oni priobretajut vdrug nezavisimuju Zizn’, napadajut 
bezpoStadno i sraZajut dlinnymi kop’jami obezsilivSee soznanie.”” Two 
murders and two suicides are the outcome of the complicated plot, 
which treats the three aspects of the relations between man and woman 
(motherhood, friendship, pure passion) and vacillates between hallu- 
cination and “horrible” reality. Here Brjusov is apparently trying to 
write in an unironical, late-Romantic style. Sometimes he goes too far in 
the rhythmical love-speeches of his characters, which recall Gogol’s 
operatic splendor, as, for example, in Majskaja Noé. Brjusov never 
returned to this style combining Villiers and Przybyszewski. 

Pervaja Ljubov’ deals again with the doubling of personality. Here 
it is a 16-year-old boy who toils under the inner constraint of being 
obliged to behave like a lover, while in reality he hates the woman who 
treats him as her admiring page: ““Vo mne borolis’ dva suStestva. Odno, 
sotvorennoe mnoj samim, ja — vydumannyj mnoju, ja- xudoZestvenno 
sotinennyj obraz vpervyje vijublennogo junoSi. Drugoe podlinnyj ja, 
podavlennyj, poraboStennyj étim prizrakom, étim fantomom’’. In the 
same way as in V Zerkale the hero’s identity becomes problematic: the 
boy notices that “ja natinaju igrat’ rol’ uZe sam pered soboju. Moj 
vydumannyj obraz gotov byl vytesnit’, unittoZit’ podlinnoe moe sué- 
éestvo.”. The boy’s subtle psychology and his final escape are told in a 
quiet tone of retrospection that contrasts with the freshness and juvenile 
immediacy of the hero. Brjusov never abandons the tonality of his 
tales; what he says of the boy and his inability to leave the once adopted 
role refers to his manner of writing as well: “Eto bylo to éut’e xudoZnika, 
kotoroe ne dopuskaet preryvat’ melodiju dissonansom, vstavijat’ v stixi 
slova, protivoreéaStie stilju p’esy, i klast’ na polotne rjadom disgar- 
monirujustie kraski’’. From the beginning he stresses the boy’s connect- 
ion with nature (“Sredi raznocvetnyx skal, pritudlivo izognutyx sosen 
i vesennix krokusov — ja potuvstvoval sebja pri¢astnym Zizni prirody”’) 
and he sustains this tune in the similes that follow, e.g.: “kak vol, ja 
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ynov’ pokorno podstavijal Seju pod jarmo sobstvennoj 1Zi.” This 
“keeping in tune”, which Brjusov observes very carefully, adds much to 
the harmonious effect of his stories. 

Two narratives sum up the different motives of the volume: Poslednie 
muceniki and V basne. The first, with the subtitle ““Pis’mo ne doSedSee 
po adresu i predannoe soZZeniju rukoj palata”, describes a revolution 
of future centuries (again utopia!) in which an attenuated morbid sect 
of highly cultured aesthetes worshipping beauty and eros is destroyed by 
the “healthy” forces of a new “truth”. Robust progress does not under- 
stand the raptures of lust and suffering, of passion leading to death and 
their mysterious kinship. Here, very clearly, Brjusov’s often censured 
eroticism proves to be a symbol for the desire of men to penetrate the 
secret of the absolute. But the “sharp thin needle” of culture, which 
perhaps would be able to pierce the veils covering the last mystery, 
is broken again and again by the stupid forces of saneness: ‘My tepli- 
tnye cvety Selovetestva”, says the high-priest of the sect — flowers 
grown on the soil of mediocrity, which annihilates them as soon as 
they reach a certain height. The orgy of the last scene unites passion 
and death - it is one of the orgies, erotic and sensual, for which Brjusov 
has a predilection (cf. Ognennyj angel, Altar’ pobedy, Respublika Juz- 
nogo Kresta, Sestry; — in verse, Podzemnoe Zilisée from Zerkalo tenej) 
and which he describes in resplendent colours. The beauty of Brjusov’s 
sustained, clear prose is particularly impressive when the tension of the 
contents comes to its climax. Here is the description of the ritualistic 
dance preceding ecstasy and death: ,, HenpumerHo, HeayBCTBUTeABHO, 
HEBOABHO - BC€ MbI YHOCMAMCh B TMXOM KpyroBOH MAACKe 3a Heli. 
M sto kpyxeHue nbaHMAO GoAbIe BHHA, M 9TO ABMXKEHME yIOAAO 
CHABHee AacK, M 9TO CAyxKeHMe OBIAO BIE BCexX MOAMTB. PuTM 
MYy3BIKH YCKOPAACA, HM YCKOPAACA PHTM IMAACKM, HM C MpOCcTepTbIMH 
PyKaMu MBI HeCAMCb Blieped, KpyroM, 3a Heli, 3a eAMHOM, 3a OoxecT- 
BeHHOH, 3a epo.” The borderline of poetic and prose diction is exem- 
plified here. Brjusov apparently does not try to write “rhythmic prose”’, 
but the typical care he gives to his “‘marblelike” verse is applied here 
to prose and, while remaining faithful to himself, he attains astonishing 
results. 

V BaSne is a kind of summary of the whole volume: Zapisannyj son 
is the explanatory subtitle. The limits of so-called reality and so-called 
dream become completely effaced: ““A tem inym otlitaetsja son ot javi, 
krome togo, éto otorvan ot protnoj cepi sobytij soverSajustixsja na- 
javu?” The dream is the story of a Russian living as a hostage in the tower 
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of the German knight Hugo von Riesen in the times of Alexander ( al 


Nevskij. His love for the knight’s daughter Mathilde and his refusal to ig 
betray his people, resulting in his imprisonment and impending death, _it 
make the plot. At the culmination point of danger the hero understands di 
that he is dreaming and that he can wake up if he chooses, and — a new 4 ° 
kind of “estrangement” — he looks at the events which concern him with 

the detached calm of a disinterested spectator. Even before having this k 
conscious feeling, he had dimly sensed himself a stranger in this dream- ~_—S_=iji 
world: “Ja smutno tuvstvoval sebja kakim-to priSlecom v étom mire. 0: 
Poroju éto tuvstvo obostrjalos’. Cto-to vdrug natinalo mutit’ moju re) 
pamjat’, kak nazvanie, kotoroe xotéeS’ i ne mozeS’ vspomnit’.”” Brjusov’s re 
vocabulary in this story conveys very clearly the uncertainty of the world it 
described: “volny s gromovym Soroxom nakatyvalis’ na beregovyje n 
kamni. ... Byl veéer, i solnce utopalo v more, kak volSebnaja ognennaja d 
ptica, obZigaja kraja oblakov.” The same strange irreality governs the ai 
hero’s love for Mathilde, “‘podobnaja sv. Ekaterine na ikonax starogo tt 
pis’ma”’. But the uncanny turn of the story comes at the end, when the $I 


hero “wakes up”: ,,M sor a cuxy 3a CBOHMM MMMCbMeHHBIM CTOAOM, P 
OKPy2XCHHbIM 3HAKOMBbIMM, AIOOMMBIMM KHHTaMH, 3alIMCbIBalo CBOii ¢ 
AAMHHBI CoH, coOmpaioch HayaTb OObIMHYIO X%KM3Hb STOO AHA. Zi 
3aecb, B STOM Mupe, cpeau Tex Aloseli, 4TO 3a CTeHO, a y cebs, $ 
a B AelicrsuTeAbHOcTH. Ho crpaHHasa M CTpalliHad MBbICAb THXO h 
TIOAHMMaeTCA M3 TEMHOM rAyOMHBI MOCTO CO3HaHMA: 4TO, CCAM 4 n 
cIIMO M rpexy Telepb M BApyr MpocHycbh Ha COAOME B MOJ3e- V 
MeAbM 3aMkKa I'yro ou Puseu?...” ti 
Brjusov’s second volume, Nodi i dni, contains six stories written be- it 
tween 1908 and 1912. The epigraph: “I noéi i dni primelkalis’, kak n 
dol’nie pesni volxvu...” taken from Brjusov’s own verse-volume Me Pp 
eum esse indicates the pessimistic mood of boredom and indifference if 
that pervades the atmosphere of the stories. Brjusov says in the short Pp 
preface, that the aim of the volume is to present the society of our days a 
and, above all, to “look closely at the peculiarities of the psychology 
of the feminine soul’’. w 
The bulk of the book is formed by a kind of short novel: Poslednie d 
stranicy iz dnevnika Zensciny. The husband of the heroine has been b 
killed without her knowledge by one of her lovers, the painter Modest. is 
Her diary starts on the morning when the murder is discovered and closes % 
with the conviction of the culprit and the acquittal of herself. The thesis nt 
is that a woman in love can be either a mother or a prostitute. In both te 


cases the feeling is genuine, even if in the second case only short-lived 
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and changing its object. Modern society, lost in unnatural conventions, 
ignores this truth; “cultured society plays at love” (“‘igrat’ v ljubov’”’), 
it ignores the freedom of love, tries to adapt it to conventionalities which 
deprive it of its genuineness. The attitude of man to woman is the result 
of these unnatural conventions. 

The heroine is a highly educated woman (as a matter of fact, her 
knowledge in literature and painting equals that of Brjusov), who be- 
lieves in nothing but the rights of all-pervading passion and the mystery 
of death. This last belief saves her from the suspicion of shallow sensu- 
ousness, in the same way as Brjusov’s eroticism is relieved by his appar- 
rently keen feeling of kinship between love and destruction. She is 
intelligent and knows her own value: “Vse tverdjat: ja xotu tebja vsju, 
no ni odin ne podumajet, dostatoténo li gluboka i Siroka dlja togo ego 
duSa!”’ she says ironically of men. Modest, whose “‘ledjanaja ognennost’”’ 
attracts her, is the picture of an artistic superman of the Renaissance 
transplanted into our petty social world, which is only able to admire 
such creatures from the distance of time: “Nikto ne sklonen séitat’ 
pozvolitel’nym dija éeloveka naSix dnej to, Eto nas plenjaet v Benvenuto 
Cellini ili KaravadZo.” He is the prototype “tex ljudej, kotorye budut 
Zit? v buduStix vekax i soedinjat’ v sebe utonéennost’ pozdnej kul’tury 
s siloj voli i reSimost’ju pervobytnogo éeloveka”. She does not blame 
him when she learns that he has carried on a liaison with her servant- 
maid, and she feels free herself to love the tender, passionate youth 
Volodja (compared by her to “limonnaja voda” and “‘Narzan”, as con- 
trasted to Modest, who is like “gustoje njui” and “zamoroZennoje 
irrua”), who abandons his revolutionary activity for her sake and com- 
mits suicide when she seems to get tired of him. She will love even a 
passer-by who pays her: “‘za to Ze platil muzZ.”” The rights of love, even 
if it is of a kind considered abnormal by society, are hinted at in the 
passion of the heroine’s young sister for her — a passion to which she 
at last seems to respond. 

It is not very astonishing that in this story the manner of Tolstoj is 
widely used by Brjusov. The “estranging” of society — Tolstoj’s usual 
device - was the natural frame for the presentation of the contrast 
between the truth of life and the lie of civilization. Here, for example, 
is the behavior of the heroine’s mother on the morning after the murder: 
“Vxodja ko mne, ona potla dolgom vytirat’ glaza platkom i raskryt’ 
mne ob’’jatija. Prislos’ sdelat’ vid to ja v nix padaju.” The servants 
too “stitajut dolgom byt’ bezmolvnymi”. “‘Nel’zja Ze naruSat’ ustano- 
VivSiesja formy obSteZitija.” The thesis of maman - that “Blagovo- 
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spitannost’ sostoit v tom, étoby nitem ne otliéat’sja ot drugix” — is 
precisely the kind of lie that, in the heroine’s opinion, kills all life, 
“Proiznesja ete dolZnoje tislo vosklicanij, maman pereSla k delu...” 
—a phrase which strongly recalls Smert’ Ivana II’jiéa — alternates with 
original similes like: “oblepila menja izjavlenijami poSlyx soboleznovanij, 
slovno bumazkami ot konfet.” The style of the story gets a peculiar 
touch by the large quantity of reminiscences from literature and painting, 
which at the same time differentiate it very distinctly from Tolstoj 
(Brjusov never merely imitates - he knows how to destroy the imitation 
as well). Bellini, Sansovino, Titian, Tintoretto, van Dyck, Shakespeare, 
Byron, Shelley, Maupassant, Catulle Mendés, Villiers, Schiller, Ander- 
sen, Tjuttéev, Fet, to quote only a small selection, are mentioned; even 
Trollope and his “‘Malyj Dom” (apparently The Small House in Alling- 
ton), for whose charms the heroine rather consistently has no feeling 
as she begs God to forgive him the work “‘V rjade vsex drugix jego pre- 
greSenij!”” The somewhat ironical but well-fitted similes again make the 
characteristic features of Brjusov’s intelligent style: the heroine, e.g., 
does not like to marry Modest, not wanting “klast’ golovu v past’ 
tigru — do pory do vremeni i laskovomu”’. An attempt at characterizat- 
ion by speech is given in the person of Xmykov, a kind of Dostoevskian 
Lebjadkin, who tries to blackmail the heroine. 

The problem of the doubling of personality is again hinted at: “‘Uver- 
jajut, Sto byvajut reSenija bezsoznatel’nye. NaS mozg, nezametno dlja 
nas samix, vyrabatyvaet suZdenija, kotorye rukovodjat naSimi postup- 
kami.” It is developed in an original manner in Za sebja ili za druguju, 
whose heroine has much in common with that of the Diary. The setting 
suggests Turgenev: a Swiss resort where Petr Andreevit Basmanov meets 
a woman, who he thinks is Elizaveta, whom he had loved and left in 
distress years ago. He feels not only the pangs of conscience, but a 
renewed violent passion for her. But she denies being Elizaveta and 
calls herself Ekaterina, although he does not believe her. At last she 
consents to play the role of Elizaveta (somewhat as in Sologub’s Smert’ 
po objavl’eniju). At the culmination point of the hero’s love tortures 
she disappears, leaving an ironical note: he may guess now for the rest 
of his life who she really was — whether she was taking revenge for her- 
self or for another. Stylistically reminiscent of Maupassant, the story is 
an illustration of Brjusov’s symbolistic thesis: ““Ved’ my vse v Zizni- 
aktery, i ne stol’ko Zivem, skol’ko izobraZaem Zizn’.” Reality does not 
exist: ““Vymysel i dejstvitel’nost’ dlja nego slivalis’, smeSivalis’.’”” The 
question remains unsolved for both the hero and the reader. 
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In the same enigmatic way Brjusov concludes Ee resenie. An actress 
growing old really loves for the first time in her life a young man, who 
passionately responds to her feeling. But she fears that she will not be 
able to give her fiery lover what he expects of her, and she is sure she 
will kill him with disappointment. On the other hand, a refusal from 
her side would induce his suicide. The story is told by a wise old physician 
who observes the events with a knowing irony. After the night on which 
her decision has to be taken, her lover — his nephew - is found dead 
on his bed. He has shot himself. Why? Has she killed him with a lie, 
by refusing him and professing not to love him, or with the truth, by 
consenting and being unable to live up to his expectations. The violent 
passions of the two lovers are seen through the eyes of the old man, and 
from this typical setting Brjusov is able to draw his literary effects: 
“Mne nravitsja pravilo stoikov: nitemu ne izumijajsja, nil admirari, 
odnako mne trudno bylo ne naruSit’ ego, vysluSav priznanie Mari.” 
This sentence is quite typical of Brjusov’s cool style! The rush of events 
is balanced by general remarks such as: “‘V ljudjax, dostigSix celi, vsegda 
est’ kakoe-to uniZajuStee samodovol’stvo; u tex, kto celi dobivaetsja, est’ 
postojannoe blagorodnoe bespokojstvo!” or: “Da i est’ takie ¢uvstva, 
takie mysli, kotorye bol’no doverit’ samomu blizkomu, kotorye ne 
ukladyvajutsja v slova, proiznosimye vslux, kotorye moZno li§’ tait’ v 
samom sebe”’ (Brjusov’s predilection for Tjutéev — here “Silentium” - 
frequently appears in paraphrases from his poetry). Such generalities 
usually stand at the end of upsetting scenes. Thus, when the nephew 
leaves his uncle after confessing his love: ‘“‘On ne xotel sluSat’ tex stari- 
kovskix istin, kotorye ja dejstvitel’no gotov byl predstavit’ emu, kak 
vozrazenija. Junost’ preziraet starye propisnye istiny, kotorye ot togo 
stanovjatsja ne meneje istinnymi.” The subtle irony in “‘kotorye ja 
dejstvitel’no gotov byl predstavit’ emu” is indicative as well! But it is 
not only these quiet reflections that give aesthetic contrast to passion; 
the scenery serves the same purpose: “Byla lunnaja not’, kogda ulicy 
kaZutsja pererezannymi ten’ju popolam, a doma osobenno nepodvizZny- 
mi.” This statuary and poetic description serves as background to the 
decisive interview of the lovers. — The resignation of age telling the story 
of the passion of youth and “estranging”’ it — this is the contrast Brjusov 
wants for his tale. 

The problem of Cerez 15 let is exactly the same, but here the solution 
is given — a solution that perhaps explains the end of Ee resenie as well. 
The fulfillment of a love of many years brings disappointment and death. 
“Metta razgoralas’ tak plamenno, &to dejstvitel’nost’ ne mogla by ee ne 
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obmanut’” — this is the theme presented in a new variation. Fantasy 
is higher than reality, which never will satisfy sensitive natures. The 
objective tone of the narrator again contrasts with the violent events. 
The same tone is used to describe the passion of the heroine of Pus- 
tocvet, the girl Ira, who loves the painter Rudakov but fears the dis- 
appointment of fulfillment and prefers death. The gorgeous blossom of 
her feeling is unfit for life and, in the painter’s opinion, barren. But 
apparently the author does not approve of this judgment: Ira, who loves 
Sanin, Wilde and the décadents, seems more valuable in her transient 
fantastic world of beauty than the rather limited Rudakov. Brjusov 
begins in the manner of Tolstoj or Cexov in medias res: “Xudoznik 
Rudakov rabotal. S letnego étjuda on pisal kartinu rassveta. Rudakovu 
xotelos’ ulovit’ pervyj, eSte zelenovatyj lué severnoj zari!’’ The details 
of his paintings correspond to the details of reality as, e.g., the “‘luinevs- 
kaja ulybka” of Ira. Comparisons of reality to painting, as the primary 
phenomenon, are characteristic for the symbolistic attitude to art. 
Tol’ko utro ljubvi xorogo is a rather ironical title for the disappoint- 
ment of a young student who learns that the girl he loves is the mistress 
of a rich old man. The whole story is an ironical note on literary patterns 
(cf. PuSkin’s Belkin Stories), as the old lover is by no means a villain 
who will eventually desert the seduced girl, and as she loves him truly. 
He knows about her friendship with the boy, and there is no doubt that 
he would retire in an honest and correct way if he saw that her feelings 
for the young one were stronger than for himself. The unfeigned, clear 
attitude to freedom of love is to be found in the old man, whereas the 
student is completely entangled in literary patterns and social prejudices. 
In retrospect, at the time when he writes his story, he realizes this him- 
self. This accounts for the irony extended to the smallest details: in his 
first love scene in the park, for example, the setting has all the accessories 
of the romantic night, but such terms as: “‘svetila luna, xotja i ne polnaja” 
or “poblednela, kak govoritsja, smertel’no”’ tone down the picture con- 
siderably. The hero’s letter of forgiveness is a sheer parody on love 
letters in literature, and here is the end of the chapter, describing his 
learning the truth and his despair: ,,KaxxeTtca 1 HesaMeTHO yCHyA Ha 
6yaAbBapHoi ckamelixe. Mena pas6yqua cropox, sasBuBUuMii, 4TO 
cilaTb Ha 6yAbBapax He moaaraetca. Ilogymas, a BcTaA u moO6pea 
BBeEpx 110 6GyAbBapaM AOMoii: ,Bce paBHO, AyMaA 4, - BC€ KOH¥CHO, 
BC€ KOH¥eCHO, uM AlOOoBL MH 2%XKH3HBb’.” The ironical attitude and its 
provenience is perhaps hinted at by the clever Brjusov in the name of 
the old gentleman: Aleksandr Sergeevit Vjazemskij! 
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The “episode” Nocnoe PuteSestvie, not mentioned in the table of con- 
tents but named in the preface, “‘serves as a kind of symbolical epilogue 
to the stories”. Open sexualism, not disguised by conventions as on 
our planet, is displayed on some distant star, to which a devil, who 
misquotes Dante, takes the author, who of course notices the deliberate 
mistake! Strange flowers of three sexes are growing there on a soil 
resembling the “koZa drjaxlogo gippopotama”. At a certain hour they 
unite in a great sexual orgy, the apotheosis of the orgies pervading Brju- 
sov’s work, and show how small, how insignificant, how limited the rules 
and laws are, which men think to be universal. The fact that four moons 
rise during the night of this star: a blue, a yellow, a green, and a violet 
one, may perhaps be a reminiscence of one of the first poetic lines of 
Brjusov: “Vsxodit mesjac obnaZennyj / Pri lazorevoj lune”, which was 
so ridiculed at its time by the literary critics. 

The phenomena of our earth are only indications of other realities, 
seen from which the “truths” of human mediocrity are despicable and 
almost not existant. Zinaida Gippius (Literaturnyj Dnevnik 1899-1907) 
reproaches Brjusov for his imitativeness and maintains that in writing 
like Poe he is neither Poe nor himself. This is certainly not true: writers 
always imitate, consciously or not, their fellow-writers; the number of 
clichés in literature is far greater than most literary critics will admit. 
The original touch that characterizes the writer is always added to a bulk 
of traditional devices. Brjusov feels strong enough to imitate openly the 
manner of writers who impressed him and still to remain himself. The 
characterization of S. Auslénder (“‘Proza Poeta” in Red, 1.X1.1910) hits 
the point well: ,,bprocop BospoxAaeT HeECKOABKO 3a6pnITOoe 6aaro- 
PO4HOe MaCTepCTBO pacCKa34NKa, BSBeCWIMBaIOWerO KaKAO€ CAOBO, 
MCKYCHO CTpOIOIero CBOe MOBECTBOBAHHe, HUKOT a He 3aTCMHAA ETO 
HeCAep2KaHHbIM AMYHBIM TOpbiBoM. UTo-TO AaTHHCKOe €CTb B CTpO- 
TMX, OCTPO BbITOYCHHEIX OprlocoBckux pasax, SesyKOpu3HeHO Mmpa- 
BMABHBIX, MHOTa YyTb-YyTb TOPKeCTBCHHbIX (HO HE HAalIbII[¢CHHBIX 
HMKOr4a), TaKMX IIpOCTbIxX M BMecTe MCKycHbIx. M Kaky1o ruOKocTB 
yMeeT mpuzats bprocos cBoemy asbixy!’’ The only trait overlooked 
by Auslénder is the irony, which adds the final touch to the style 
characterized here. 

The first occupation with themes used in Ognennyj Angel goes back 
to 1897. Visiting Cologne and Aachen, Brjusov was “blinded” by the 
“golden splendor of their medieval cathedrals” and for the first time“‘skvoz’ 
magiteskij kristall” the shapes of Ognennyj Angel appeared before him.*® 
® “Detskie i junoSeskie vospominanija”, Novyj Mir, 1926, N. 12. 
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We hear from G. Culkov that in his young years Brjusov was 
interested in spiritism, that he was attracted by the personalities of 
Agrippa von Nettesheim, Paracelsus, Swedenborg,® but certainly this 
list is far from complete, as in the novel itself Brjusov gives an almost 
exhaustive enumeration of all the books on the “black art” known at 
the time he deals with. The first title intended for the novel was Ved’ma. 
Its genre is a combination of thorough historical scholarship, giving 
exact information, with a sweeping description of events in an ingeniously 
constructed plot. The result is certainly one of the best historical novels 
in world literature. In his review of it Andrej Belyj writes: ,,Ornenuniii 
Aurea ocTaHeTca HaBcerga O6pa3lJoM BbICOKOM AMTepaTypbI JAK 
HeOOABLIOrO Kpyra MCTHMHHBIX YeHuTeaci usamHOorOo; Ornenuptii 
Anrea u36paHHad KHMTa JAd AloJeit yMeIouyMx MBICAMTh OOpasamu 
ucropun. Ucropua o6next xy A0xKeCTBEHHOTO TBOPYECTBAa, MH TOABKO 
He€MHOIMe yMCIOT BBOAMTh uCTOpH4ecKue OOpasbI B MOAe CBOETO 
TBopyectBa.” (Vesy, 1909, N. 9, pp. 91-93). Brjusov succeeded excellent- 
ly in imitating the style of the epoch: the sixteenth century in West 
Germany. The well-educated lansquenet Ruprext writing the story of 
his passions in retrospect does not make a single slip to betray his non- 
identity. The “editor’s” Russian introduction is a precise imitation of 
a scholarly preface and, together with the “‘author’s” introduction: 
Amico Lectori and the Latin dedication to the heroine Renata, is in- 
tended to give the cool background of reason to the unreasonable events. 
The plot as such can be told briefly. It is the account of the violent 
passion of a strong clever man for a hysterical woman, a kind of a 
medium, having those powers which distinguish such persons and verg- 
ing on insanity, but at the same time exercising an hypnotic spell on 
predisposed persons such as the hero, in spite of his clear judgement, 
doubtless is. Renata’s Vorgeschichte — her intercourse with Madiél’, the 
fiery angel, and Count Genrix, whom she thinks to be his incarnation 
on earth — overshadows the events told, and finally interferes with them. 
Renata’s insanity, ending in religious madness, leads to her imprison- 
ment, trial, and condemnation as a witch. She refuses the salvation 
Ruprext offers her and dies of exhaustion, leaving him in despair. 
Brjusov, not content with the contrast of style and contents, gives one 
background more to his story: Ruprext meets Renata on his way home 
from America. He has left his parents many years ago in a small German 


® G. Culkov, V. Ja. Brjusov, Vospominanija 1900-1907 (Iskusstvo, 1925). 
10 N. A&gukin, Valerij Brjusov v avtobiografiéeskix zapisjax, pis’*max, vospominanijax 
sovremennikov i otzyvax kritiki (Moskva, 1929). 
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town as a kind of prodigal son and is returning now as a rich man. 
His longings for his idyllic home, his expectations of the joy and surprise 
he will cause are a constant undercurrent in his adventures, which he 
at first thinks he can stop at any time but which very soon overwhelm 
him, leaving only a subconscious, nostalgic feeling. The contrast of his 
dreams and the sad reality, when, after the death of Renata, he only 
dares to look at his old parents from a distance, closes this idyllic part 
of the novel in opposition to its violent main line. 

An interesting retardation to fill the time between Renata’s escape 
from Ruprext and her reappearance in the monastery is the episode of 
Faust and Mephistopheles, where Brjusov shows his excellent erudition 
in this topic too, and the combination of magic and possibilities of 
natural explanations repeats the atmosphere of the main action on a 
different level. The scene of Helen and Paris being conjured up in the 
castle of von Vellen was of course conceived not without the influence 
of Goethe (Faust II, Rittersaal), and Brjusov remains under his spell. 
Thus the beginning of the last chapter of the novel is outwardly a repeti- 
tion of the last scene of Faust I - the famous Kerkerszene. Faust’s char- 
acter as the weak scholar becoming a mountebank against his will and 
suffering from it makes him human in a new way. 

It need not be mentioned that the artistic presentation of the epoch 
is correct in every detail. The splendid picture of Cologne and Diissel- 
dorf is as glowing and persuasive as that of South America. Brjusov 
likes to mix normal, not very significant, but typical details with out- 
standing, unusual, exotic features into a concentrated description. The 
whole picture is made exotic by this calculated cumulation, and Mirskij 
is quite right in observing that even such unexotic topics as the social 
conditions in Russia in the unimaginative sixties of the nineteenth century 
look exotic if Brjusov presents them™ - a new kind of “‘estrangement”’ 
again! But where real exotism is inherent Brjusov feels in his element, 
and surely there is plenty of exoticism of every kind in the motifs of 
Ognennyj Angel. The main character, Ruprext, has a double aspect, 
like almost each one of Brjusov’s heroes. He is perfectly aware of all 
he does, he knows it to be false, he sees clearly the means to avoid the 
dangerous ways — but he lacks the force to use them. When he tries to 
persuade himself into the belief that some of his actions are reasonable, 
he is perfectly aware of the fact that he is trying to deceive himself and 


11D. Svjatopolk-Mirskij, ‘““Valerij Jakovlevié Brjusov’’, Sovremennye zapiski, XXII 
(1924), pp. 414-426. 
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as perfectly aware of the fact that still he will do what he knows is wrong 

This always happens when passion is involved. Brjusov succeeds in 
depicting the power of love on his hero, his sufferings from a passion 
which he is able to analyze psychologically to its very details but which 
does not loose a bit of its devastating strength in spite of this cool analysis. 
A parallel to this attitude is the whole epoch vacillating between skeptic- 
ism and belief. 

The recurrent theme of Brjusov — the untiy of the real and the unreal, 
whose borders are extremely indistinct — finds a fertile field in this novel 
dealing with the supernatural. There are no accidents in this world 
ruled by unknown but concrete forces. This idea is introduced in the 
beginning and stressed again and again: “A ja, kogda dumaju o tysjatax 
i tysjatax slutajnostej, kotorye byli neobxodimy, toby v tot veter 
okazalsja ja na puti v Nejss ... terjaju vsjakoe razlitie meZdu veStami 
obyénymi i sverx”’estestvennymi, meZdu miracula i natura.” (I, 19). In 
this atmosphere of scientific clearness combined with a supernatural 
world such ordinary literary scenes as the witches’ Sabbath or the trial 
in the vault become original and unusual. 

But the aesthetic effect of the novel seems to be due mostly to the 
fact that Brjusov uses almost exclusively one rhetorical figure: the simile, 
in its broadest sense. If, in spite of the coolness of tone, the novel never 
becomes monotonous, this is the result of the calculated distribution 
of comparisons, which are extremely frequent. Corresponding to the 
biography of the pretended writer, they are mostly related to nature, es- 
pecially to the sea, — or to war. Brjusov likes to compare psychological 
facts with the phenomena of nature, which are always given in an un- 
usual manner: ,,B03paxKeHHA CAAAOCTHBI, KaK CBe€T COAHIJa CKBO3b 
40% Ab I, 95 / tyBcTBO K Penate moTycKHeAO, a Ha AHe AyUIM CTaAO 
coOupaTsca HeOMpeseAcHHOe HEAOBOABCTBO, Kallaf M0 Kalle, 
CAOBHO HOBad KOAOHHA B CTaAaKTUTOBOH Nemepe 1, 188 / ayma TaHy- 
AaCb K Heli, KaK 104, 3CMACIO KOPCHb K BAare I, 192 / OCBEKeHHBIii, 
CAOBHO ACIKMM BETPOM C MOP, YCIIOKOCHHBIM, CAOBHO AOATMM Cosepia- 
HM€M XKeCATOM HUBbI C CHHHMH BaCHAbKaMM 1,204 / BbISBaTb... 
43 TOM TpacuHbI 6e3felicTBUA, B KOTOpOL 3aBA3Aa TBOA Ayla, AyAMaA 
WaCTb TBOMX 4YBCTB MOpocAa On cnAOWIHOM GoAOTHOM OCOKOM 2, 
10 / stomy cre6eabKy NOAOspeHMA Cy2xXAeHO G6BIAO OKPeIIHyTS B 
Weaoe AepeByo 2, 31 / HEMOABMXKHOCTE €€ AMA Ka3aAaCb KPEIIOCTHIO 
rpaHuTHO cKaAbI 2,81 / (TOCKa) ... KOTOpad... OT BpeMeHH 
4O BpeMeHH MOAbIMaAaCb B MOC Aye, KaK MOAbIMaIOTCA B CBOM 
wac rop#ave BOABI B MCAaHACKUX MCTOUHUKaX, 2,28.” Sometimes he 
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develops these similes into small pictures: ,,o6beq4uHuTb B CTpoli Te 
o6pasbI, KOTOpbIe O4MH 3a APyTMM BO3HMKaAM B MOeM BOOOpaxKeHHH, 
CAOBHO BCa4JHMKM Ha KOCcorope, MH MC4¥e3saAM MOOAeCTeB MMHYTy B 
cpeTe COAHYa 2,86.” Very frequent are comparisons with animals, 
which Brjusov uses in a very unusual manner too: ,,moe cepaue ymaao, 
KaK MOACTpeAeHHas Geka C BbICOKOM COCHBI 2,92 / (Gpar Doma)... 
Ha JOMpoc KH Aaaca, KaK BeCeAad BbIApa B BOAY 2,99 / Kax Abii ryOu- 
TeABHBIM BOIIPOC MpuCcacbiBaACca K MOeHi Aye, KaK I yMaAblje MOPCKO- 
ro ClipyTa 2,92 / MOAYHHMACA AOBOAaM, CKAOHMB MOJ, HUX Aylly, KaK 
BOA FOAOBY T1104, APMO JOBOAaM, CKAOHMB M104 HX Ayllly KaK BOA FOAO- 
By 104 spMo 2,86...” Such similes are so numerous that sometimes 
Brjusov does not even name the animal but only speaks of “mysli s 
alénymi zubami”’ (2, 104). His similes of the sea range from the usual: 
“vyvedet lad’ju Selovetestva iz putiny zla na put’ pravdy i sveta”’ (I. 151) 
to such original details as: ,,mpexHUX .. . YYBCTB . . ., CAOBHO A€rKMX 
wepT, HAYeCpTaHHbIX Ha IpHOpexkHOM MecKe M CTepTbIxX MPpHAMBOM 
60ABUIMX BOAH 2,21.” But of course the scope of the similes is not 
confined to nature: the “kamorka”, e.g., where the sufferings of the 
hero begin, is “neravnomernaja v Sirinu, kak futljar dlja violy’”’ (1, 18); 
it corresponds to “tuvstvuja svoju duSu, kak rasstroenuju violu” (2, 40) 
towards the end. Such complete images as: ,,OHa rorosa 6blAa CTydaTb 
3aCTYIIOM MBICAM B YeEPHbIX WaxTaX MewaTHbIx CTpoK 6e3 nepepprBa 
HOWbIO M AHEM... HM HMKOFJa HE MIpHTyMAAAaCh €e pagzOcTh, Korsza 
ONATh BbIHOCHAM MBI Ha CBCT M3 STHX TAYOMH HOBbIi CAMTOK 30A0TAa 
1,106. Kak Aerkaad MaAKMHa Ha BeAAKe, C€EpOBaTbIM ABIMOM OTACTAaAM 
M PacCeMBaAHCb BC€ MATEXKHbI€ AYMbI... M OMpeseACHHO aAaao 
Ha TOK AyUIM MOAHOe 3epHO Moe A10OBM MH MOeii CTpacTH 1,171” 
- characterize this narrative style. Sometime the author makes an ironic 
use of his own device, as when speaking of the wife of the baker: 
“co jeKaMM, Kak CHEF NOCbINaHHbI AelieCTKaMu pos, c ry6aMu, KaK 
CHIMAMMCKMe KOpaAAbl M 3yOaMH, KaK IeHAOHCKHE MepAbl, CCAM FOBO- 
PHT A3BIKOM HallIMx CTHXOTBOpyeB 1,10.” The word used mostly 
for comparison is “slovno”, by which Brjusov achieves a certain sound 
effect too. 

Beside the enormous quantity of similes and metaphors Brjusov’s 
style is characterized by the insertion of maxims, which are almost always 
interesting in essence and formulation: ‘Ved’ tol’ko glupost’ odnosto- 
ronnja, a istinu moZno povernut’ ljuboj gran’ju”’ (2,49) or “Net xuzZe 
slepogo, kak tot, kto zakryvaet glaza” (2,53) are examples of this kind. 
Brjusov often effects a distancing of the narrator by a style full of nega- 
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tions, which give a certain coolness: “Blagodarja neuklonnomu trudu 
ine bez podderZki stast’ja” (1,14) or “ostatok razumnogo smysla ne mog 
ne podtverdit’ mne” (2,86) are recurrent patterns of his literary language. 

The sense of humor never leaves the author: he apparently enjoys the 
tricks of Mephistopheles and has a feeling for his fooleries on the 
spiritual and concrete level. The defense of Holy Church in the mouth 
of Mephistopheles is as amusingly described as his behavior after the 
swallowing of the impolite waiter (2,26). Even the most positive 
characters are seen from an ironical distance: Count von Vellen’s 
graciousness, for example, is still analyzed by such sentences as “‘graf 
vidimo sam rastrogannyj svojej dobrotoju” (2,47), and Ruprext him- 
self is of course not excluded: “Mark Tullij Ciceron, otec oratorov i 
licemerov, prosluSav moju svjatoSeskuju ret’, poxlopal by menja po pletu 
blagosklonno.” (2,9). What fine irony is contained in such remarks as: 
») + + » BEUHOM CyeTHM M TOPOMAMBOCTH, KOTOPad COCTaBAKeT OTAL- 
4UTeABHY1O OCOOeCHHOCTS HallMx JHeli M Ha KOTOpylo C HeAOyMeHKieM 
M H€TOAOBaHMeM CMOTPAT CTapHKH, BCIIOMMHad THXOe Bpema AOOporo 
umniepatopa Mpuypuxa. 1,9.” No wonder that Brjusov delights in 
such quotations as “‘Rustica gens optima flens pessima gaudens” (I, 12), 
of which he knows an impressive number. His references to Latin and 
Greek authors are very numerous but never out of place, and like his 
lansquenet he seems to prefer the “obrazcy krasoty i vkusa u Katulla, 
Marciala i Kal’purnija, o kotoryx net revi v universitetax i na ordinarijax” 
(I, 11). Numerous are also the reminiscences of painting; the description 
of Botticellis L’ Abandonata e.g. is very fine, and the same mastery 
is to be found in the portraits of his characters (e.g. Renata I, 
39/40). 

His excellent knowledge of Roman history - and on the whole of the 
history of the old world, as shown by his fragments of novels — may have 
induced Brjusov to write his second novel Altar’ Pobedy. To the book- 
edition Brjusov attached an extensive commentary explaining all specific 
features of the time which might be unfamiliar to his readers. Here he 
also provides a list of his sources which cannot but impress by its com- 
pleteness. Brjusov has chosen the end of the fourth century (383), when 
the fight between the old Roman religion and Christianity was nearing 
a decision. It was, of course, neither Paganism nor Christianity that 
interested him, but the fact that one great culture was on the point of 
dying and being replaced by another. The ideological key to the novel 
is not to be found in the novel itself but in its continuation Jupiter 
poverzennyj, which remained a fragment: it is the dialogue between the 
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hero Junij Norban and Father Nikolaj, in which the former declares 
that “a truth cannot die’. But the solemn answer of the priest is: “You 
are mistaken, young man, truths die!”’ Christianity and its truth will die 
in its time, as the truth of Paganism is dying now. It is the same skeptic- 
ism which gave its basic attitude to Ognennyj angel and which is illu- 
strated here as there by an epoch of transition, by a changing world. 
Again, the writer is the hero narrating in retrospect, shortly after the 
events he describes, but after a violent shock which has changed his 
whole being. As a matter of fact, this change was only temporary in 
some respects, as in the continuation of the novel he is again the same 
weak boy in spite of the ten years which have passed. The final change 
seems to have been intended in his Christian conversion as shown in 
the introduction to Jupiter poverzennyj. The plot of the novel is the 
double passion of the hero — the eighteen-year-old Junij — for the beautiful 
cold, clever, calculating, and selfish Gesperija and the inspired, obsessed, 
glowing, and passionate Rea — the one striving for earthly power, the 
other for the realm of a mysterious and mystic sectarian God. Brjusov 
succeeds much better with the second character as Gesperija remains a 
sort of literary pattern in the first novel and gets living features only in 
the following fragment. But Rea - who is a variation of the hysterical 
Renata and who is repeated in a mysterious and significative way in 
Silvia, the second heroine of Jupiter, and to a certain degree in the heroine 
of the novella Reja Silvija —- seems to be the character whose aspects 
interested Brjusov. Here he makes her the initiator of one of the strange 
orgiastic sects which modified and interpreted the Christian lore in their 
own way. The connection with the strong sect of the Ophites — the wor- 
shippers of the Serpent — is clearly established. 

Again, as in the first novel, the hero knows what he is doing and dis- 
approves of it but is unable to act otherwise. The motif of “two loves”’ 
is stressed in the décadence, and, being a strong argument against bour- 
geois morality, it was used in manifold variations.... Junij is always 
under the spell of whichever of the two women he sees at the moment. - 
The story of the two passions is joined to a vast picture of the historical 
events of the time, that of the Emperor Gratian, whose order to remove 
the Altar of Victory from the senate building and its consequences gave 
the novel its title. Real historical personages, like the Emperor himself, 
the poet and statesman Symmachus, and the bishop Ambrosius, give 
Brjusov the opportunity to draw historical portraits, of which that of 
Symmachus is especially successful. In an enthusiastic manner, by the 
way, Brjusov gives the description of his library - love and veneration 
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for the book is certainly one of Brjusov’s most genuinely cherished 
subjects, occurring again and again.’* 

The secondary lines of the action are the love of the thirteen-year-old 
Namija for the hero, and the passion of his friend Remigij for the 
beautiful prostitute Leta. They end with the death of the lovers: Namija 
and Remigij commit suicide. The mystic eroticism which is opposed 
here to Gesperija’s calculating passion for personal power is represented 
by Rea and her sect: the godlike boy Luciferat and the sexual orgy 
instigated by his naked beauty underscore once more the erotic trend 
of the symbolism as one of the mainsprings of human activity, subdued 
and mutilated by unimaginative mediocrity. Brjusov succeeds excellently 
in presenting the silly superstitions of Christianity and at the same time 
its enormous dynamic power. For the refined society of Rome the 
Christians are barbarians, but Brjusov knows how to make it perfectly 
clear that these barbarians will be the bearers of a new culture. Interesting 
from this point of view is the short fragment “Telo Gektora” (Neiz- 
dannaja proza, p. 137), in which the Greeks seem to be barbarians to 
the refined society of Troy. 

The whole novel, as well as its fragmentary continuation, draws its 
characteristic aspect from its sustained “Latin’’ style. The ironical touch 
is explained here by the development of the hero, who looks back on 
himself in a somewhat condescending way and who now has the right 
distance to judge the events and their participants. 

The decaying greatness of Rome is excellently presented in the de- 
scription of the senator Tiburtin, so devoted to his wine, and of his 
household: his silly, ugly wife, the dull, pious Attuzija “s unylymi 
glazami, kakie byvajut u zasypajustix ryb”, the charming but morbid 
Namija. — Brjusov distributes his ironic accents cleverly: they are not 
tendentious, they do not hit one aspect of life, but human behaviour 
at its basis. Christians and Pagans are comic alike as soon as they be- 
come fanatical. Of course the characters with the least skepticism are 
the most rewarding targets, whether they be honest and silly, like Attu- 
zija, or knaves, like Father Nikodim. Attuzija, learning that Junij is 
not a Christian, expresses the certitude that the speeches of Father 
Nikodim will melt his heart as fire melts iron. The development of this 
motif is stylistically typical: ,,Arrysua He MpeMuHyAa TMOxKaACBaTECA 
Ha TO, 4TO MOM POAMTeEAM OCTaBHAM Me€HA BO BAaCTHM CTapbix 
cyesepuii, HO orey Hukogum Ha 9sTOT pas He MOxKeAaA Mmpos- 


12 Cf. E. Litvinov, “Kniga v Zizni i tvoréestve Brjusova”, Trudy Leningradskogo 
Gosudarstvennogo Biblioteénogo Instituta, tom I (Leningrad, 1956) pp. 159-184. 
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BUTb OFHCHHOCTH CBOMX MOyYeHHi: OH TOABKO yKOpslolle NoKawaar 
roAoBOH M elle ycepAHee MpHHAACA HaAMBaTs Ce6e BUHO.”’ (1, 23). 
Insignificant turns of phrase, such as “ne preminula, ne poZelal”’, give 
the ironical touch. Again the negatives play an important part: con- 
cerning the wise speeches of the old Valerija (whose late love for Junij 
is an effective counterpart to the early love of Namija) he remarks that 
“ja ne mog ne priznat’ lognym mnenie drevnix o tom, ¢to ZenStina 
nesposobna k filosofii’’ (II, 5) —- a rather complicated but still very con- 
clusive way to make a positive statement. Sometime Brjusov uses still 
more subtle devices: in one of the tragic scenes, when the New Village 
of Rea is being attacked by the Roman legions (a splendid description!) 
Junij has been assigned to supervise the operation of a catapult; he 
constantly refers to it as “moja ballista”, and the rather contemptuous 
undertone expresses an ironic attitude not only toward the whole affair 
in progress but toward the part played in it by the hero as well. 

To a certain degree the informative element in the novel becomes an 
artistic device too: with the large quantity of Latin designations of 
typically Roman objects or customs Brjusov achieves the feeling of a 
certain distance of the author from his subject and he manages to mode- 
rate the enormous suspense of some scenes by using special terms. The 
same part is played by the large number of quotations from Latin and 
Greek writers or at least of references to them. Again the system of 
new similes remaining in the scope of the antique world would justify 
a special examination. Such formulations as “ne preminul’’, “potel 
neobxodimym”’, “‘sotli nuZnym’’, “ne mog ne vozrazit’”’, “‘potel dolgom 
izobrazit’ na svoem lice vostorg’”’, “prilitestvujuStij slutaju’’, “kotoryj 
sdelal vid, éto opromet’ju beZit ispolnjat’ prikazanie”’, which are extremely 
numerous, temper the most dramatic or passionate scenes, which occur 
very often, and enhance in most cases their effectiveness. 

Details of the choice of words make Brjusov’s style convey just the 
idea he wants without explanations. The mood of the hero, for example, 
in his dependence on Gesperija, which he feels to be degrading, is given 
in one word: “‘S dosadoj v duSe ja plelsja szadi Gesperii (II, 126)’; his 
anger and anxiety in spite of the apparent inspiration of Rea appear in 
phrases like: “‘drugix retéej krome podobnyx vosklicanij ja ot Rei dobit’sja 
ne mog, i ostavil ee zanjavSis’ svoej ballistoj’’ (II, 224). The use of 
participles and gerunds is as frequent as in the rest of his work and has 
the same “cooling” effect. The cool objectivity of Brjusov makes his 
historical novels so persuasive and it is certainly very unfortunate that 
he did not finish his great picture of dying Rome. 
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A kind of epilogue to the Roman novels and fragments in the charming 
short story Reja Sil’vija. Rasskaz iz Zizni VI. veka. Brjusov’s favorite 
theme — the floating limits between reality and dreams — is represented 
here in Maria, a girl on the verge of insanity who believes herself to be 
living in the times of Roman splendor, while actually living in the time 
of its final decay. Her belief that she is Rhea Silvia, the Vestal who 
bore the Roman twins to Mars, her discovery of Nero’s Golden Palace, 
her love for the young Goth, who is soon killed, and her suicide in the 
Tiber are narrated without the slightest irony and with a deeply felt 
understanding for the heroine: “‘Ne luSée li naSe bezumie, Sem razum- 
naja Zizn’ vsex drugix ljudej?”” The Golden Palace becomes a symbol 
of the realm of dreams, and we believe in her happiness in spite of the 
real tragedy that happens to her. 

The short story Eluli syn Eluli, still in contact with the old world, 
narrates the opening of an old grave by scientists and the revenge of the 
dead man on those who have disturbed his peace: a well-told anecdote 
on a menacing metaphysical background. 

A big undertaking was intended by Brjusov in the novel: Sem’ zemnyx 
soblaznoy. It is a novel of life in the future, which was to have seven 
parts corresponding to the number of the mortal sins. It was to com- 
prise “all aspects of human life and examine all basic passions of human 
soul’. The seven parts would be united by the personality of the hero - 
again a weak youth writing his memoirs in retrospect. It is supposed 
that our world after a devastating catastrophe and nearly complete 
annihilation has reached again approximately the same cultural standard 
it has now - so it is the same and still different. 

The action of the first part, treating ““Wealth’’, starts at night in a 
railroad carriage. The hero Artjur Grajsvol’d is coming to the capital 
to see his enormously rich uncle, director of the biggest bank of the 
world. His sister did not approve of his career and they separated for 
ever, but on her death bed she gave her son a letter to the rich man. 
The arrival of the boy and his impressions of the city repeat in a fine 
prose the city-theme of Brjusov’s poetry: “‘nas dvoe — gorod i ja, odin 
gromadnyj, straSnyj, vsemogutij i bezpoStadnyj; drugoj malyj, bez- 
prijutnyj, slabyj, no reSivSijsja na bor’bu” (176); he desires to mix with 
the city “‘stat’ kak vse’’. There follows a description of the city at day- 
light and of the enormous bank. The hero visits the Sociological Museum 
and in the style of Tolstoj we hear of the dissonance between the rich 
who have the possibilities “‘vsjateski uslaZdat’ svoe telo i svoj dux” 
and the poor of whom the hero wonders whether they will be prepared 
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“sluzit’ tem Sernozemom, na kotorom vyrostajut krasivye cvety zemnoj 
kul’tury” (188). The meeting with the uncle passes in a cool atmosphere. 
In a speech on work the uncle expresses his readiness to give his nephew 
a humble job to try out his working abilities. Coldness and calculating, 
hard, cruel work is the basis of wealth! - The job assigned to the hero 
is humiliating: with many other young men he has to strip completely 
and to count gold coins on big marble tables: “My byli umirajuStie 
ot Zazdy, kotorye dolZny byli eZednevno propuskat’ Serez Sljuzy morja 
okeany prekrasnoj sveZej vody, pit’ kotoruju budut drugie.” (199) The 
nakedness of the hero introduces the erotic vein so favoured by the Sym- 
bolists, a theme which soon enough begins to develop. The love-plot is 
double again: on the one side it is the simple, intelligent girl Anni, a worker 
in the same bank, with whom the hero reads “the Golden Book of Love”’ 
(202). Their romance is given in a somewhat conventional way, with the 
exception of the excellent description of their visit to the Zoological 
Gardens, which gives Brjusov an opportunity to excel in exotism. But 
on the other side it is the beautiful Mrs. Varstrem, the wife of his uncle, 
who one day visits the working place of the naked men. The description 
of this visit - combining eroticism, hatred, shame, pride, and a whole 
scale of manifold feelings — is masterly done. The aunt invites her nephew 
to see her. He resolves not to go, but in the same way as Ruprext or Junij 
he goes in spite of the fact that “‘menja oxvatilo negodovanie na samogo 
sebja, na svoju slabost’” (218) (the typical plight of Brjusov’s heroes). 
The final scene of the fragment is the interview in the luxurious villa of 
his aunt, who receives him naked and strips him immediately of his 
clothes. Here the fragment ends. It contains all the leading motifs of 
Brjusov’s poetry and shows him stylistically at his best. It would be 
worth while to publish the drafts which certainly exist of his 
work. 

A completely new side of his talent is exhibited by Brjusov in Obruéenie 
Dasi. He describes the life and the customs of Moscow merchants in the 
sixties of the nineteenth century, a milieu from which he himself came. 
The hero of the tale, Kuz’ma, has some traits of Brjusov’s father Jakov; 
the father of Kuz’ma, Vlas Terent’evié, is to a certain degree a portrait 
of Brjusov’s grandfather, Kuz’ma Andreevit. It is again a transition 
period which Brjusov selected, perhaps as important for Russia as the 
fall of the Roman Empire has been for the world — the milieu of Ostrovskij 
shortly before its dissolution, “the dark realm” pierced by the first rays 
of the so-called enlightenment. There is no real plot in the story: Kuz’ma’s 
cousin, the girl DaSa, an orphan living on charity in the family of the 
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tyrannical merchant Vlas (he trades in cords - Brjusov’s grandfather 
traded in corks), is to be married to a rich old widower — of course against 
her will. She tries to resist and to follow the inclination of her heart; 
but the “enlightened” Arkadij, who professes to love her, proves to be 
only a phrase-monger and a coward without any moral backbone. So 
she has no choice and submits. 

The main personage is the son of the house, Kuz’ma, who sees the 
narrowness and hopeless stagnation of his surroundings, tries to escape 
from it, to be different, but gives up at last, disappointed not by the new 
ideas, but by their propagators in Russia. Leskov’s much-attacked por- 
traits of the average nihilists find here a disconcertingly clear corroborat- 
ion. An autobiographical hint is contained in Kuz’ma’s hope that at 
least DaSa’s future son will be a poet (which he tried to be in vain): ““Nado 
budet posovetovat’ Dae, Etob xot’ imja vybrala pokrasivee, naprimer: 
Igor’, Valentin ili Valerij!” — are the last words of the story. 

The tale is excellently written, in Brjusov’s customery precise style. 
The description of the Moscow-merchant quarters in the beginning is a 
masterly tour de force of its kind, which seemed exotic to Mirskij. The 
personages are characterized by their language, and here Brjusov again 
shows himself a virtuoso. The speech of the father is interspersed with 
particles like “togo” and “‘ono’’, forms like “‘itit’” and “‘dolZon” ; when 
Kuz’ma asks him for money for the theatre, he answers: “Cto-Z, ono, 
pobalujsja. Tokmo, togo, ne ponimaju ja, éego tut. Vidal ja étot samyj 
kijater: zazor odin.” The speech of DaSa, who reads interesting novels of 
suspect quality, is characterized by words like “duSka’”’, ‘“milaSka”, 
“bojazno’”’, and phrases like: ,,[loromy uro aw6a10 a Te6a, Apxauia, 
CTpacTb Kak, mpsamo - o6oxal0” or ,,M Bosce BbI MeHA He A1OOuTE. 
Bui Mena nory6utTpb xouete. Ja Bac sTO urpyuiKu O4HU.” The speech 
of Kuz’ma is a mixture of his native basis and attempts to speak in an 
educated manner: ,,4em xe a Mory ObITh BaM MOAc3HbIM.... Al B 
Tunorpapckom eae Hu GeabMeCa He CMBICAIO. OnsaTh Ke y MeHA Bpe- 
MCHM HCT: CAbIIAaAM BEPHO, 4TO A B AaBKe pH Nanenbke. .. . [lo- 
BepbTe . . . 1 H€ TOABKO 4TO BCel AyMOH KeAaA ObI, HO TaK CKasaTb, 3a 
cuacTue moued 6bI OAHO C BamMu JZeAO JZeAaTb. Ho Berzb ExKEAM A OT 
MlanleHbKW, CKaxKeM, yu Ay, MH€, MOKHO Tak BbIPa3sMTECA, pu AeTCA He 
Imp em ocratsca.” Sometimes (as, e.g., in his touching diary) he tries 
to use the slogans of his time: ,,[loaymati, Jjama, Kakaa THI emy 
napa? Ox - o6pas0BaHHbIi, AMGHOCTS BbIAaloWasca, y Hero BLICHUIME 
cTpemacHua. Moxenb AM ThI COSHATEABHO Pa3JeAATb eTO B3TAAABI, 
GIT, coTpy4Huyer B ero pa6otax, nozgzepxuBaTs ero? He oxa- 
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*KeMILCA AM TH AAA HeETO AMMIHHM GpemeHem? Moxer 6siTb On 3 
6aaropoAcTBa xoyeT TOMO TeGe. Xopomio AM MOAL3SOBaTLCA TAKUM 
BCAMKOAYUIHEIM NOpEiBom Aymmm? - Korga upu Jaume rosopHau 
,cTpaummpie’ CAOBa, OHa BC€rJa HaYHHaAa B OTBCT MAaKaTh.... ” 
Of these “‘straSnye slova” the speech of Arkadij and the “progressivnaja 
molodez’”’ consist almost entirely: “brak, kak svobodnyj akt vybora”, 


<9? “ 


“individual’nye akty litnoj reSimosti”, “puti progressa’’, “teloveteskoe 
dostoinstvo”’, “soznatel’naja Zizn’ mass”, “éksploatacija CuZogo truda’”’, 
“kommunal’noe ustrojstvo Zizni” are used at every step. They are 
especially amusing in Arkadij’s speech, which represents a wonderful com- 
bination of the dying romantic period in its banalized aspect and “‘progress’’: 
»1bI He MMCCIIb HPaBCTBEHHOFO NpaBa BbIXOAMTb 3a Apyroro. Al 
mpotarusaio Te6e pyky, 4ToOnI BEIBecTM TeOa M3 TOTO Mpaka, B 
KOTOpOM TI norn6aeub. Al sHalo, TO B MOeii XKXM3HM eCCTb 4TO-TO 
pokosoe. fl cam u BCe, KTO KO MHe NpHOAmxaloTca, OOpereHbI Ha 
crpaganua. Ho nycts ayuue TH 6yAeulb CTpadzaTb, YeM MeJAACHHO 
ruOHyTb B TOM THHe NOUAOCCTH, KyJa TeOa TOAKaloT. Cmeao MopBH C 
CBOMM IIPOUIABIM, CKaxKM TBEPAO, YTO ThI H€ MOAYMHMUILCA MOCTEI- 
4HOMy TOpry, M BbIXO4M Ha HOBy!0 Zopory 2x«xu3HH!” 

But in spite of the beautiful words there is not one positive character 
among the “‘liberals’’ — the skepticism of Brjusov triumphs and, combined 
with his style, proves that even such a foreign task as the description of 
the Russian sixties should apparently be to “the poet of marble beauty”’ - 
is completely within his range. Brjusov’s “‘academic coolness’’, for which 
he is so often reproached, seems to characterize his prose as well as his 
poetry; but this “‘coolness”’ is a literary attitude enabling him to see life in 
every form from a distance. He will never appeal to readers who seek 
the exhibition of strong emotions, but the subtlety of his seeming coolness 
proves that these emotions are still present and only controlled by an 
artistic judgment to which the clearness of the outlines means more than 
the appeal to immediate feeling. 
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MARGINALIA TO VASMER’S RUSSIAN ETYMOLOGICAL 
DICTIONARY (P-A) 


by 
ROMAN JAKOBSON 


Harvard University 


Vasmer’s magnificent etymological inquiry into Russian vocabulary is 
complete. The dictionary itself ends with page 503 of the third volume. 
There follow a few corrections, additions (pp. 511-522), and indices of 
non-Slavic words cited in his lexicon. Thus we are finally in possession of 
a detailed and highly scholarly attempt at an etymological dictionary of 
Russian. Despite Berneker’s skill and unusual erudition, his umcompleted 
Slavisches etymologisches Wérterbuch was a premature undertaking. The 
situation has thoroughly changes with recent achievements: Vasmer’s 
fundamental work, the remarkable book by V. Machek, Etymologicky 
slovnik jazyka éeského a slovenského (Prague, 1957), 620 pp.; the gradual 
publication of F. Stawski’s Slownik etymologiczny jezyka polskiego, vol. I 
(Cracow, 1952-1956), 599 pp., far surpassing qualitatively and quantita- 
tively Briickner’s book with the same title reprinted in Warsaw, 1957; and 
the’ brief but reliable etymological index inserted into the Handwérterbuch 
zu den altkirchenslavischen Texten by L. Sadnik and R. Aitzetmuller (The 
Hague, 1955), pp. 211-341. All this groundwork makes the urgent task of 
a comparative Slavic dictionary quite feasible, even more so since a few 
further etymological thesauri of single Slavic languages are to appear: the 
Serbocroation dictionary completed by the late P. Skok, the Polabian 
dictionary by T. Lehr-Spltawinski, and etymological inquiries by V. 
Georgiev into Bulgarian! and by J. Rudnyc’kyj into Ukrainian. 

As Vasmer points out in his “Nachwort”, readers’ remarks to his 
dictionary will be used for the elaboration of a new, revised etymological 
dictionary of Russian. This attitude of the author has stimulated me to 
continue my marginal notes to his publication which I began in Word, 
VII, pp. 187-191; VIII, pp. 387-391; XI, pp. 611-716. Here are a few 
further observations. 


1 Cf. his captivating introductory study V’prosi na b’lgarska etimologija (Sofia, 
1958). 
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1. rdkovina ‘shell’, rdkuska ‘cockle shell’ are both derived from rak 
‘crawfish, shellfish’. 


2. Rededja, the name of the Kasog warrior, cited in the Primary Russian 
Chronicle and in the Igor’ Tale, seems to consist of Turkic dr ‘man’ 
(cf. Revugi, tribal name in the Igor’ Tale) and dada ‘grandfather, dad’. 


3. rézZka ‘latticed tail of a coin’, often used in the gambling game orljdnka 
(orél ili rézka? ‘heads or tails’ or (kdp’e al’ réSeto?) belongs together with 
réZa, rez’ ‘loose net’, related to rédkij ‘loose’. 


4. riza ‘chasuble’, according to H. Grégoire, originates from Byzantine 
Greek ‘pix. ‘forearms’ (Memoirs of the American Folklore Society, 
XLII, p. 146f.). 


5. rod in OR means also a worshipped spirit — Rods, the god of nativity 
and tribe, corresponding in form and meaning to the Celtic Teutates, god 
of the tribe — *teuta (Vendryes), Umbrian Vofionus, god of growth and 
community — */eudhyon (Benveniste), Latin Quirinus, god of procreation 
and tribe — *co-wiriyad (Dumézil). Cf. Russian dialectal rodd ‘ghost’, 
rédy ‘ancestral spirits’. The name of the corresponding Karelian spirit 
Siintii, literally ‘birth’, is a loan translation of Russian Rod (see J. Kalima 
in Mémoires de la Société Finno-ougrienne, LVIII, 275ff.) Cf. the feminine 
counterpart of this Slavic spirit: Rus. RoZdnica, SCr. Rodenica, Sloven. 
Rojenica. 

6. roditel’nyj padjéz ‘genitive’ is a CS loan translation from Greek, along 
with the older variant — rodeno padenie. Its use became standardized by 
Meletij Smotrickij’s Grammar. 


7. roski§et’sja ‘to become free of ice during the spring’ (Olonec) is derived 
from kisét’ ‘to swarm, to team with’. 


8. réskos’ ‘luxury’, originally ‘voluptuosness, pleasure, orgasm’, together 
with koxdt’ ‘to enjoy oneself, to luxuriate, to revel, to love’ is undoubtedly 
derived from the Slavic root kok-: cf. kékot, koéet ‘cock’, kékos’ ‘hen’, 
kok6, kéka ‘egg’, kéknut’ ‘crack’, kokotdt’ ‘cackle’, kokdsit’ (k6kSit’) ‘to 
thrash, squabble’ kokdsit’sja ‘to swagger’, kdéen’, kocdn, ‘head of cabbage, 
trunk, stalk, penis’, kKokstn ‘shoveller duck’. The Slavic words *koxati 
< *koksati and roskos» were typical metaphors of erotic rooster imagery ; 
cf. the semantic changes of kura ‘cock’ and *kury ‘hen’. 


9. Rossija, the Byzantine name of Russia, and its penetration into Russian 
use were closely scrutinized by A. V. Soloviev in Vizantijskij vremennik, 
XII, pp. 134-155. 
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10. réxlja ‘clumsy, awkard, slovenly man’ and réxlyj ‘ponderous, un- 
wieldy, rough’ are related to réxa ‘pig’, rdéxat’, réxkat’ ‘to snort’ and 
probably also roxdba ‘hubbub’ (Kursk). 


11. rubéz ‘border, limit’ is a CS form versus rubé? ‘the felling of a forest’. 


12. run’ ‘autumn fields’ and Byelorus. run’ ‘sheaves of grain’ could hardly 
be separated from runé ‘fleece, sheaf’, run’ ‘taaters, rags’. 


13. rupit’ ‘to trouble’, rupd ‘grief’ belong to the same family as Slavic 
*rupa ‘ditch’, *rypati ‘to dig’; cf. grebi, gresti ‘to dig’ and grebtd ‘worry’, 
grebtit’ ‘to worry’, grébat’ ‘to abhor’. 


14. Rus’: the elucidation of this controversial term demands a particular 
attention to the studies on Arabic Riis applied to the Normans in Spain 
and France: V. Minorsky, “‘Ris,” L’ Encyclopédie de I’Islam, LV (1937); 
A. Melvinger, Les premiéres incursions des Vikings en Occident d’ apres les 
sources arabes (Uppsala, 1958), pp. 44-79. 


15. ryba ‘fish’, as Vasmer rightly notes, is not connected with ry?’ ‘to dig’ 
or with ryxlyj ‘quick’ or with Old Norse rjupa ‘white grouse’ etc.; but also 
the traditional confrontation with OHG rippa ‘caterpillar’ is doubtful. 
The derivation from the root *ir- ‘water, swamp, pond’, which is attested 
in all Baltic languages (cf. Word, VIII, pp. 306), seems to me the most 
natural. The metathesis *ir > *rii must have preceded the appearance of 
the prothetic v- in primitive Slavic. 


16. sdl’nyj ‘obscene’ is obviously a blend of French sale with Russian 
sal’nyj ‘greasy’. 

17. s < su < osu < stidaér’ < osuddr’ < gosuddr’ < gospodar’ is in 
Modern Russian a very peculiar particle as to its social usage. Stimulating 
data on the so-called slovoers may be found in L. Uspenskij, Slovo o 
slovax (Moscow, 1957), pp. 158-163. 


18. samoderzdvie, samodérZestvo, samodérzie, samoderzdtel’stvo, and 
samoderzZdvnyj were translated into Church Slavonic from Greek. 


19. santrapdl ‘scoundrel’ (Senkursk) is a modification of Santrapd 
‘riffraff’. 

20. sélezen’ ‘drake’ and selezénka ‘spleen’ present a regular change *felt 
> telet before a front vowel. 


21. Svarogs has been acknowledged by Vasmer as a Common Slavic 
deity which left several vestiges in Slavic toponymy, as did most of the 
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Slavic gods, Briickner’s unfounded skepticism to the contrary. This 
mythological name survives furthermore in the Rumanian loanword 
sfarog ‘burned’. Vasmer is also right in rejecting any relation of Svarogs 
with Old Indic svdrgas, svar, or svardj- and in prefering the traditional 
association of Svaroge with Slav. svara, svare ‘struggle, quarrel, conflict, 
resistance’. This confrontation becomes particularly relevant in the light 
of the succinct studies by J. M. Kofinek in Listy filologické, LX, p. 28ff., 
and by V. Machek in Linguistica slovaca, Ill, p. 54ff., where the Czech 
and High Sorbian raroh, Slovak rdroh, Polish rardég, Ukrainian rdrih 
‘falcon, hawk, demon’ also Slovenian rdrog, jdrog ‘palinurus vulg.’ and 
further taboo modifications in Czech raroch, rarach, rardsek, raddsek, 
jardsek ‘demonic being capable of various metamorphoses’ or a different 
taboo distortion in Lithuanian vdnagas ‘hawk’ are traced back to the 
Iranian vdragna- ‘falcon’ as an incarnation of the god Vrthragna-. The 
rarach motifs in Czech folklore are closely connected with the myths of 
the Iranian Vrthragna-/vdragna- and his Armenian duplicate Vahagn. 
Vrthragna- and likewise vdragna- etymologically mean ‘breaker of resi- 
stance’. The Slavic svar-, usually juxtaposed with Old Norse svara ‘to 
answer’, Gothic swaran ‘to swear’, Latin sermo ‘discourse’, could rather 
be confronted with Iranian vdra- ‘defense, resistance, obstruction’. 
Svarogs is apparently a mythological and lexical borrowing of vdragna-; 
rarog, jarog, rarach, jarach and also the toponymic Tvarog are modi- 
fications of svarog with taboo substitutions of the initial consonants. 
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22. OCS svobod» ‘free’ really cannot be separated from the Thraco- 
Phrygian mythological name Sabadios after H. Grégoire’s brilliant dis- 
covery convincingly corroborated by G. Bonfante: Annuaire de I’ Institut 
de philologie et d’ histoire orientales et slaves, VII (New York, 1944), p. 41ff. 


23. svojdk ‘in-law’, especially ‘brother-in-law’, could be complemented 
by its OR synonym svoitins, designating one of the svoi¢i ‘relatives by 
marriage’ and known also as a proper name. 


24. Svjatopélk and Svjatoslav are pre-Christian names in which *sveto- 
has the meaning of ‘superhuman being endowed with magic power’. 


25. svjatésa is a pejorative noun, meaning ‘goody-goody’ and hence 
applied also to the devil. 


26. sebé and tebé, dative and locative of the reflexive pronoun, replaced 
the OR sobé, tobé: cf. a similar change robénok > rebénok, topére > tepér’ 
and also the analogy of the genitive-accusative sebé, tebé. In part of the 
Russian area, the latter forms gave place to sebjd, tebjd under the in- 
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fluence of sja, tja and of the nominal genitive desinence -a: Russian tends 
to eliminate the rare genitive desinence -e. 


27. Sestra, name of several North Russian rivers, is not related etymo- 
logically to sestrd ‘sister’; in the Dmitrov dialect the two words have a 
different place of stress: /s,ostra/ ‘sister’ and /s,éstra/, affluent of the 
Moskva. Kiparsky, Voprosy jazykoznanija, 1956, + 5, p. 137, rightly 
cites such Finnish river names as Siestarjoki = siestar ‘black currant’ 
+ joki ‘river’: cf. the Russian folklore name rekd Smoréddina, literally 
‘river Currant’, and the Olonec sestrenica ‘currant’ borrowed from a 
neighboring Finnic language. 


28. Simaregls, OR deity, goes back to the Iranian demon Simorg, 
according to the plausible interpreation of A. Kalmykow, Journal of the 
American Oriental Society, XLV (1925), p. 69, and K. Trever, Izvestija 
Akademii material’noj kul’ tury, C (1933), p. 293ff. Cf. A. Christensen, 
Essai sur la démonologie iranienne Copenhagen, 1941), p. 66f. 


29. sipat’ ‘to drag, to pull back’, sipét’ ‘to speak hoarsely’, sip ‘anus’ 
(Tambov, Voronezh), sipuiga or sipiixa ‘whirling snowdrifts’, sipédvka 
‘retroverted vagina’ are words of the same family. 


30. OR skandals ‘inducement, stumbling, somersault’ survives in modern 
Russian with a semantic shift due to Western influence. 


31. skandébit’ ‘to vex’, skondébit’ ‘to complain about poverty’, skonodé- 
bit’, sgonoddbit’, sgonoSit, or sgdsit’? ‘to save for old age, to hoard, to 
store, to equip’ are perfectives within the same family of expressive 
dialectal verbs as gandabit’, ganddbit’, gonoSsit’ ‘to trouble oneself, to 
profit gradually, to hoard’, gandobit’sja ‘to prepare for a journey’, 
gonobit’sja, gonoSit’sja ‘to be ready for a trip, to hurry’, kandjdéit’ ‘to be 
parsimonous’. Cf. the Moscow slang expression katis’ kandyberem 
‘scram’. 


32. skloka, dialectal sklyka ‘squabble’, skléénik ‘squabbler’, sk/déit’ ‘to 
tangle’ are derivatives from klok ‘tuft’. 


33. OR sképati ‘to split’ like deské, dative-locative of deska ‘board’, 
presents the regular phonetic treatment of sk before € < oi, while in North 
Russian this group changed into 5¢é, as shown by Durnovo, RES, VI, 
p. 216 ff. (cf. TCLP, II, p. 46). The pair Séepat’ ‘to twist’ and S¢ipat’ ‘to 
pinch, to pluck’ presents the alternation *skoip-/*skeip-. The grade skip 
is in Scépot’, Stepdétka ‘pinch’, Séepet ‘trifle, detail’. 
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34. skot ’cattle, livestock’ is obviously an alternant of set’, SCetina ‘animal 
hair’. Vasmer denies Schrader’s, Briickner’s and Jagi¢’s hypothesis of the 
Slavic origin of such forms as the Gothic skatts, “‘weil auf diese Weise das 
germ. tt véllig unerklart bleibt.”” The geminate of this word, however, 
remains unexplainable within the Germanic sound development: cf. 
A. Martinet, La gémination consonantique d’origine expressive dans les 
langues germaniques (Copenhagen-Paris, 1937), pp. 150, 200. Perhaps the 
Germanic geminate was but a means of rendering the Slavic voiceless stop 
without aspiration. 


35. slavjdne ‘Slavs’ can be derived from slovo, like OR klicane ‘partici- 
pants in a hunt whose function is to scare up the prey by their screams’ is 
formed from klic ‘cry, shout’. The opposition slovéne — némci raises the 
plausibility of this traditional etymology which appears already in Pul- 
kava’s Czech Chronicle of the fourteenth century: Od slova nebo od slov 
nazvani jsu ti lidé Slovéné (FRB, V, p. 211). 


36. Slovutié ‘son of Slovuta’ appears as the patronymic of the Dnepr not 
only in the Igor’ Tale, but also in the Povest’ o Suxane: posmotrju bystra 
Dnepra Slautiéa, etc. (V. 1. MalySev, Povest’ o Suxane, Leningrad, 1956, 
p. 35) and in the Ukrainian epic tradition as first testified by S. Okolski in 
1638: see M. Scherer, Les dumy ukrainiennes (Paris, 1947), p. 83, and 
Annuaire de I’ Institut de philologie et d’histoire orientales et slaves, VIII, 
pp. 144, 349. Cf. Slavita, river of the Dnepr basin. 


37. slon ‘elephant’, one of the puzzling nouns of Common Slavic vocabu- 
lary, requires scrutiny of its relation to the Tocharian kloy, discussed by 
E. Sapir and J. Rahder. 


38. smertél’nyj ‘mortal’ is borrowed through the Polish medium from the 
Old Czech loan translation of Latin mortalis. 


39. sobdka ‘dog’, an East Slavic borrowing from Iranian, may be connect- 
ed with the Iranian and Slavic dog worship, since most of the Iranian 
loanwords in Slavic point to the religious sphere. 


40. sdébstvennoe imja ‘proper noun’ pertains to the medieval CS gram- 
matical terminology translated directly from Greek. Cf. the so-called 
Grammar of John Damascene in the CS translation, traditionally ascribed 
to John the Exarch. 


41. sonm ‘host’ manifestly belongs to the CS stratum of Russian. 


42. sorobalina ‘blackberry’ (Pskov), serbarina(Kaluga) closely corresponds 
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by its sound form to Czech srabayina ‘trash’, Slovak sraborit ‘moth’, the 
root of which is *s(v)orb-, s(vjerb ‘itch, scratch’. Cf. V. VaZny, O jménech 
motyli v slovenskych nafecich (Bratislava, 1955), p. 102ff.; V. Machek, 
Ceské a slovenskdé jména rostlin (Prague, 1954), p. 109f. 


43. sojuiz, OR souze ‘conjunction’ is a direct loan translation from Greek 
into CS as well as sogldsnyj ‘consonant’ and srédnij (originally also 
posrednij) rod ‘neuter gender’: cf. Jagi¢, RassuzZdenija juznoslavjanskoj i 
russkoj stariny o cerkovno-slavjanskom jazyke, Index. 


44. spdsob ‘mode’ ia a borrowing of the Czech fourteenth century term 
zpdsob through the Polish medium. 


45. Stribog, apparently Steriboge, an OR deity, stands by name and 
function in obvious correspondence to Dazebogs: steri imperative of the 
verb *sterti ‘to disseminate’; cf. js nepokoj veZdy stféli (Old Czech 
Alexandreis). Dazebogs and Steribogs are the traditional IE couple of 
giver and distributor of wealth, as the Ancient Greek Al8a and Ilégoc: 
cf. L. R. Palmer, Transactions of the Philological Society, 1950, p. 165 ff. 


46. strigél’nik ‘Old Novgorod sectarian’ could be a derogatory nickname 
derived from strigon’ ‘devil’: strigonnik > strigol’nik; strigol’nik as 
‘barber’ is, however, attested in the Russian-Low German textbook 
written in Pskov in the early seventeenth century and being published by 
the Royal Danish Academy. 


47. (utroze vazni) s tri kusy (Igor’ Tale, 156) means simply ‘he snatched 
about three streaks of luck’. OR vazn has the connotation of apportion- 
ment (cf. the CR expression kaplja vazni ‘a drop of luck’) like tixn which 
this word usually translates: see V. Pisani, ““Mytho-etymologica”, Revue 
des études indo-européenes, I, section V. 


48. sjabér ‘member of the community’: its connection with Gothic haims 
‘home’ is corroborated by the Creto-Mycenaean ke-ke-me-na ‘communal 
property’ (cf. V. V. Ivanov, Vestnik mirovoj kul’ tury, 1, p. 43 f.). 


49. taldnt in the transferred meaning ‘gift, talent’ was already familiar to 
Old Kievan literature. 


50. tarakdn ‘cockroach’, OR and North Russian torokan owes its origin 
to a pejorative use of the Turkic tarkan ‘dignitary’ ; the same form appears 
in the proper names well interpreted by Vasmer, Zeitschr. f. sl. Phil., I, 
165ff.: the OR town Temutorokans and a personage in the byliny - 
Torokadnéik. 
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51. tardscit’ ‘to stare’, tards€it’sja ‘to be obstinate’ are actually connected 
with tordscit’sja ‘to be disturbed’. As for the alternation -oro-/-ara- see 
Saxmatov, Ocerk drevnejiego perioda ..., p. 159f. 
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52. tausén’, usén’ — 1) New Year’s eve, 2) a refrain of ritual Christmastide 
songs — can hardly be separated from tausinyj ‘dark blue’, tusin’ ‘peasant 
shirt made of material from blue hemp’ and OR usim ‘bluish’; cf. OR 
prosinecs ‘January’ and identical names of January and December in other 
Slavic languages. There seems to be an alternation of é and i as in sénb 
and sijati. Cf. the ethnographic data compiled by V. I. Citerov, Zimnij 
period russkogo zemledel’éeskogo kalendarja XVI-XIX vekov (Moscow, 
1957), pp. 69ff. 


53. tvérég: its connection with tvorit’ ‘to form’ is supported by Czech 
tvoridlo ‘cheese mold’, as Janko noted. 


54. te, an enclitic dative of ty in petrified formulas, clearly originates from 
the OR enclitic dative form ti, and its position in the phrase still follows 
Wackernagel’s law. 


55. OR tiveroct, ethnic name, probably goes back to Turkic *tiv-dr ‘man 
of saying, interpreter’ and corresponds to the aboriginal Russian form 
telkovins: cf. K. H. Menges, The Oriental Elements in the Vocabulary of 
the Oldest Russian Epos (New York, 1951), p. 52ff. 


56. tort ‘cake’ is attested in Russian as early as the twelfth century: see 
tertove in the “Slovo o bogaée i o Lazare’’. 


57. tulit’ ‘to cover, to hide’, tul ‘quiver’, tulovisée ‘torso with entrails’ and 
tul’jd ‘crown of a hat’ obviously belong together. 


58. tuxnut’ ‘to rot, to become putrefied’ is related to tsa ‘carcas’. 


59. tjurljurlji, a fashionable shawl in “Gore ot uma’’, seems to be a 
jocular formation on the model of such French exclamations as turlututu, 
turlurette. 


60. ud ‘body limb’ must not be separated from adit’ ‘to mature, to swell” 
and vymja ‘udder’. 


61. uldn: the Modern Russian military term merged semantically with the 
Western, in particular Polish ufan but goes back to the OR ulans borrow- 
ed from Turkic. 


62. urd is in Russian primarily a war cry borrowed directly from Turkic. 
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63. figljdr ‘trickster’, borrowed from West Slavic (Pol. figlarz, Czech 
figla*), has been derived by L. Spitzer from German Végler ‘rake’ (For 
Roman Jakobson, The Hague, 1956, p. 503). 


64. frja in folk Russian (I used to hear it in the Belév district before 
World War I) lampoons a woman who puts on airs and imitates urban 
society. It comes from German frau or perhaps from Swedish fru. 


65. xalét? ‘to die’, xdlpit’ ‘to kill’, xaljdva ‘death’, xaljdvyj ‘lifeless’, 
uxalpit, uxaljdstat’ ‘to kill’ may be confronted with xdlit’, uxdlit’ ‘to die’ 
in the peddlers’ argot (ofenskij jazyk). 

66. xaltura, which goes back to Latin chartularium, passed from clerical 
parlance into theatre jargon, where it came to mean ‘an actor’s extra- 
curricular performance’, in particular ‘the performance of an actor off his 
usual stage’, later ‘slovenly performance done for mere profit’; in this 
meaning of ‘negligent, unfair work for easy money’ the use of this word 
was generalized in contemporary Russian. 


67. xamanéja ‘nonsense’ comes from xomonija, the traditional name for 
the artificial preservation of the weak yers in liturgy and for the con- 
ventional pronounciation of any é as o: the name xomonija alludes to the 
liturgical pronounciation of the frequent aorist and imperfect ending 
-xome as -xomo. 


68. xdmlet, known to me from the expression xdmlet trjasucij ‘coward’, 
used in the Belév dialect, must have originated in the performance of 
Hamlet on the serfs’ stages of the landowners’ manors. 


69. xdpat’ ‘to grab’ originates in the imitative articulatory gesture [hap], 
changed into /xap/ by its adaptation to the phonemic pattern of the 
janguage. 


70. xvost ‘tail’ belongs to a wide family of expressive words which denote 
“waving, snatching, grappling’, and present an alternation of *xvo-, *xva-, 
*xvé-, *xou-, and *xy- followed by -t-, -st-, -j-: cf. xvatdt?, OR xytati ‘to 
snatch’, xitdt’ ‘to shake’, xvost ‘tail’, xustdt’, xistdt’ ‘to move, to wave’, 
xvdjd ‘coniferous twigs and needles’, xvéjat’sja ‘to wave’, xuj ‘penis’, as in 
West European languages the latter is closely connected with ‘tail’. 


71. xin < *chyno, OR ethnic term going back to the name of the Huns, 
appears likewise in Czech place names as Chynov and in Hina glava - a 
hill in Herzegovina. It does not mean ‘pagans’ but ‘Hungarians’ in 
accordance with the international medieval designation of Hungary as 
“the kingdom of the Huns”’. It is possible that the pejorative verb xinit’ 
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and the corresponding South Slavic verbs are derived from the same ethnic 
name. 


MARGINALIA TO VASMER’S DICTIONARY 


72. xlabénja in the Tula dialect means ‘lout’ and belongs to the same 
word family as xlobyniste (Pskov, Tver’), xlobysta (Vologda) ‘loafer’. 


73. Xorive, the name of one of the three brothers in the legend of the 
Russian Primary Chronicle about the founding of Kiev, is, like the whole 
legend, one of the puzzles in the Chronicle. This story of three princely 
brothers, the oldest of whom built Kiev, closely corresponds to the legend 
of the Armenian historian Zenob Glak whose writing, attributed to the 
seventh century, is in any case prior to the tenth century. In his tale of 
three princely brothers, the oldest is called Kuar and the youngest Xorean, 
the town is Kuaryi and the region is named Paluni, while in the Russian 
legend the oldest brother is Kyi, the youngest Xorive, the town Kyevo and 
the land Poljane. This correspondence discovered by N. Marr was dis- 
cussed by A. Pogodin in Byzantinoslavica, VII, p. 146f. One may add that 
the Russian version cannot go back to Glak’s legend since Kiev and Poljane 
are historical realities, while neither Kuari nor Paluni exist in Armenia. 
On the other hand the Armenian legend cannot be traced to the Primary 
Chronicle, because the former considerably antedates the latter. Both 
versions must be derived from some older, perhaps oriental legend about 
the foundation of Kiev. In this direction Sobolevskij’s hint to the Iranian 
origin of the name Xorivs shows the need for further inquiry. 


74. OR yerse distinctly points to the Ossetian correspondent of the 
Persian XurSéd ‘the worshipped radiant sun’. The solar character of 
Xersé is documented both by the identification of Xarse with Dazeboge in 
the Primary Chronicle and by the sun imagery linked with Xorso in the 
Igor’ Tale, where the path (put’) of Xorse recalls the path (pa6a) of the 
Avestian Hvara-xSeda. 


15. cét, Cétka ‘even number’, cétnyj ‘even’, Cetd ‘pair, union’, cet’ ‘quarter’ 
seem to be archaic relics of the same word family as éetyre. 


76. éex, OR éax ‘Czech’ cannot be separated from the Slovenian ééh ‘lad, 
herdsman’ and is a hypocoristic form from ¢ed» ‘people’. Cf. “Die 
Reimworter Cech-Lech”, Slavische Rundschau, X, p. 10ff., and the corro- 
boration of this view by F. Ramovs, Letopis Ak. znanosti in umetnosti v 
Ljubljani, 1, p. 355, and by R. Nahtigal, JuzZnoslovenski filolog, XVIII, 
p. 49ff. 


71. &épornyj ‘stiff, jaloof’, ceporit’sja, Cépurit’sja ‘to show off’ cepyrit’sja 
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‘to flaunt’ correspond in form and meaning to Czech cepyfiti, cepyrnaty 
and perhaps are derived from cepec ‘ornate cap worn by married women’; 
cf. the Czech éepiti ‘to dress the bride’. 


78. éort ‘devil’ is, according to Spitzer’s suggestion, connected with éertd 
‘line, limit’, Certit? ‘to draw’, OR éeresti ‘to cut’. The Czech édra, a 
synonym of corta which presents another alternant of the IE root *ker-, 
is also connected with witchkraft: Czech édra ‘charm’, Rus. édra ‘charm. 
According to Machek’s dictionary, p. 66, édra means a borderline up to 
which something is permitted or magically prohibited, e.g. the line which 
marks the so-called magic circle (where the evil demons retain or lose their 
power). The IE roots *ker - and *keur- frequently blend. Russian Cur is a 
magical variety of certd; cf. Dal’: ““Certi krug da Curdjsja, krici: éur 
menja\”’ The expressions ne stupdj za ¢ur ‘don’t cross over the line’, 
éerezéur ‘beyond bounds’ correspond to the Czech pres édru. 


79. éuxd, Cuska ‘pig’ belongs to cixat’ ‘to sniff, to smell’. 


80. Salads ‘hut’ goes back to another Turkic dialectal variant than does the 
Polish salasz, Slovak sala§. 


81. Sélk ‘silk’: the origin and history of Slavic and other European names 
of silk is luminously presented in L. Tesniére’s study “Les noms de la 
soie”, Recherches séricicoles, V (1942) — a model contribution to a problem 
of Woérter und Sachen. 


82. ‘Sut ‘fool, bufoon’, sutka ‘joke’ cannot be separated from Sutém ‘fallow 
land’, OCS aut» ‘in vain’, Rus. Styj ‘hornless’ and Bulg. sutka ‘vulva’, 
maybe also Sttory ‘junk’ — the connotation of vacuum being common to 
them all. Cf. pustobdj ‘windbag’, pustoslévit’ ‘to twaddle’, pustyr’ ‘vacant 
land’, pépustu ‘in vain, to no purpose’, pustjaki ‘trash’. 


83. Sséegdl ‘goldfinch’ can be brought together with skogdlit’ ‘to shrill’, as 
Vasmer does with Séadit’ ‘to spare’ and skudnyj ‘scanty’, S¢ében’ ‘crushed 
stone’ and skoblit’ ‘to scrape, to splinter, Sel’ ‘chink’ and oskélok ‘splinter’, 
Séemit’ ‘to pinch’ and skomit’ ‘to cramp’, scepdt‘ ‘to splinter’ and skopit’ 
‘to castrate’, sCerbd ‘scar’ and skorb’ ‘affliction’, scer’ ‘hide’ and skord 
‘skin’. The same alternation may be shown in s¢ekotdt’ ‘to tickle, to sing 
(referring to a nightingale)’ and skok ‘jump’; cf. Turgenev’s report of a 
peasant talk about a nightingale: “‘pustit, naprimer, koleno, drob’, ¢éto 
li sperva budto knizu, a potom opjat’ v goru.” Cf. also Séerlépa ‘cliff’ and 
skorlupd ‘shell’, Scevrénok and skovordénok ‘lark’. OR tasks ‘hurry’, 
toska ‘longing, anxiety’ do pertain to the same family as tes¢ii ‘emptly, 
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yain’, tesceta ‘vanity, want’, tescenyi ‘hasty’, tescati ‘to hurry, to press’, 
Mod. Russ. tosnit? < tosceniti ‘to cramp’, dialectal Séavit? < tescaviti 
‘to press’, S¢dvyj ‘vain’, Séa(v)ul ‘idler’, SCailit’ ‘to idle, to prate’, oSéaulit’ 
‘to jeer’. 

84. sci ‘sour cabbage soup’ evidently has the same root as Savél’ ‘sorrel, 
rumex acetosa’, OR Scavons ‘sour’ and seems to imply *sec as an alter- 
nant of soke ‘juice’. 

85. Scur in various Slavic languages designates chthonian beings such as 
sandmartin “which makes nests in landslides, on the shores of rivers and 
ravines” (Dal’), rat, mole, grass-snake, salamander, earthworm, grass- 
hopper, cricket, scorpion; the prefixed form prdscur means ‘dead an- 
cestor’ and the prefixed jdscur, jdSCurka, jascurica signifies ‘lizard, sala- 
mander, otter, dormouse’. The variant form guscer, guscéerica spread 
among Southern and Western Slavs, is perhaps linked with gu- 
‘horned cattle’ (cf. gumné ‘threshing floor’ and the traditional belief that 
the lizards are cowmilkers). The verb Séurit’ ‘to squint’ is probably con- 
nected with the alleged weak sight of chthonian beings; the secondary 
meaning is ‘to pretend not to see, to feign’, S¢ury ‘concealments, ruses’. 
IE *skeur- ‘to cover, to hide’, Lat. obsciirus (Pokorny, Idg. Et. Wérter- 
buch, X, 1958). 


86. ja ‘I’ probably arose as an unstressed monosyllabic counterpart of the 
disyllabic jazo by analogy with the pairs mi — moné and mja — mene. 


87. jagun, nickname for speakers of dialects, where egé is pronounced 
[jad] or [jay], ridicules the pronounciation of the consonant rather than 
the jakan’e. 


88. OR jadrs, Serbocroation jédar ‘full, strong, fresh, powerful’, which 
Machek astutely brings together with the name of the Old Indic deity 
Indras and indriydm ‘strength’, are related to Polish jedrny ‘vigorous, sub- 
stantial’ and with Russian jadro ‘kernel’, jadra ‘testicles’, OR jadro 
‘womb’, and corresponding words in other Slavic languages where they 
likewise denote the vital source of growth. 


89. jazyk means both yA&338a and voc not only in OCS but in all 
medieval Slavic languages, e.g. in Old Czech and in the OR vernacular. 


90. jdkat’ means primarily ‘to speak a dialect where before stress the 
vowels /o/ and /e/ or only /o/ changed into /a/ after soft consonants’. 
Only in a secondary, punlike use this verb obtained the meaning of 
‘speaking too much about oneself’. 
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91. jaryga ‘policeman, rascal’ properly eryga, belongs to the same family 
as ér(a), érnik, eromyga, eromyzinik ‘dissolute person, vagrant’, erbezdé 
‘vagabond’, ergd ‘fidget’, érgat’, érzat’ ‘to fidget’, ergatun ‘man with an 
outlander’s accent, mumbler’. 


92. jar’, jar ‘seeds sown in spring’ or Pol. jarz, jar ‘spring’ are etymo- 
logically the same words as jar’ ‘fervor, fury, passion, brightness, radiance, 
vegetative power transferred, according to the people’s belief, from the 
trees and grasses to the mushrooms’ (Dal’) or jar ‘heat, flame, ardour’; 
jaryj is both ‘vernal’ and ‘ardent, violent, fierce’; jarovdt’, jarit’sja means 
‘to be in heat, or infuriated’; Bulg. jard means both ‘spring’ and ‘glow’. 
Old Lekhitic Jarovit ‘deity making radiant both people and earth’ 
(frasokara in Avestian terminology) is cognate to the East Slavic mid- 
summer cult of Jarilo and to the same name of the corresponding festivity 
still hazy in Serbian folklore: see M. Filipovic, “Jarilo kod Srba u Banatu”, 
Zbornik Matice Srpske, VII (1955), p. 5ff. The formal and semantic 
kinship of the *jar- vocables referring to spring and ardour, together with 
the hints of comparative mythology, enables us to presume one common 
word family related rather with Greek Ewodc ‘fiery, strong’, émZagéw ‘to 
attack violently’ than with the Greek dpo¢ ‘time, year’ and corresponding 
words designating ‘year’ in other IE languages. The jar- vocables denote 
rather the spirit and bloom of spring than the season itself: jar, jara, jaro 
are regional metonymic substitutes for the common Slavic vesna. 
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REVIEWS AND CRITICAL SURVEYS 


A. R. Lurija and F. Ja. Judovit, Reé’ i razvitie psixiéeskix processov u 
rebenka. Moskva, Ak. Ped. Nauk RSFSR, 1956. 76 pp. 


The fundamental and decisive role of language in the formation and development of 
higher mental processes is a problem most important for linguistics, psychology, neuro- 
logy, pedology, and psychiatry. Vast and fascinating research has been done in this 
domain by Russian specialists during the last three decades. The trail-blazing work is 
due to two eminent psychologists — the untimely deceased L. S. Vygotskij (1896-1934), 
whose main works MySlenie i reé’ and Problemy psixiceskogo razvitija rebenka were 
reprinted in 1956, and A. R. Lurija (Luria), equally equipped and inquisitive in psycho- 
logy, psycho-neurology and linguistics. His volume Travmaticeskaja afazija — klinika, 
semiotika i vosstanovitel’naja terapija, published by the Academy of Medical Sciences of 
the USSR in 1947, is still among the best and most advanced international works on 
verbal pathology. 

In his new book dealing with speech and the development of mental processes in 
children, he interprets and analyzes the observations and pedagogical experiments made 
by Miss Faina Judovit. His study moreover is based on decades of his own inquiry into 
childrens’ verbal and mental development and on a remarkably rich and instructive 
literature of Russian students in the field. Thus the book refers to contributions by: 
L. Abramjan, R. Boskis, B. El’konina, A. Ivanov-Smolenskij, M. Ivanova, E. Kaverina, 
M. Kol’cova, T. Konnikova, B. Korsunskaja, K. Krasnogorskij, A. Leont’ev, A. 
Ljublinskaja, V. Lubovskij, E. Marcinovskaja, A. MeSterjakov, A. Mirenova, M. 
Morozova, L. Nazarova, M. Paramonova, G. Rozengardt-Pupko, L. Slavina, A. 
Sokolov, F. Fradkina, and A. Zaporozec. All these recent publications merit a 
detailed and critical survey. 

In order to elucidate the relation between language acquisition and mental develop- 
ment, Lurija, aided by Judovié, studied a typical case of a pair of twins growing up 
together in close dependency upon each others company. This “twin situation” petrifies 
their baby talk and hinders their adjustment to adult language and subsequently their 
intellectual growth. The book beautifully shows how separated from one another both 
twins gradually acquire the verbal and intellectual abilities of their environment. The 
narrative and the planning functions of speech are acquired in addition to the affective 
and deictic functions of primitive, merely situational speech. The dependency of the 
linguistic development on an ability for metalingual operations is shown by eloquent 
examples. The distinction between a word and its designation proves necessary for 
learning the difference between word identity and synonymity. The differentiation of 
situational and general word meanings appears as a significant stage in the evolution of 
verbal and cultural behavior of the child. 

Lurija’s subtle notes on the child’s grammatical progress, together with the remark- 
able monograph by the linguist A. Gvozdev, Formirovanie u rebenka grammaticeskogo 
stroja russkogo jazyka, 1-2 (Moscow, 1949), give an uncanny insight into the structure 
of such typically “‘grammaticalized” languages as Russian. 

The intricacy of case distinction is exemplified on the twins’ responses to such an in- 
struction as pokaizi kljucom grebesok “‘point out the comb with the key”. One of the 
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twins points both to the key and to the comb. The other points to the key with the 
comb but responds correctly to the same instruction when a preposition is inserted: 
na grebesok. 

The grammatical cases are grasped correctly first only within neutral word order - 
Vasja pobil Petju ““Vasja beat up Petja’’, but the inverted order is misunderstood and 
the child concludes that Petja is the actor. The child can correctly repeat: Petja udaril 
Vasju, but substitutes a Nom. for Acc. in the inverted Vasju udaril Petja. Both of the 
cited Lurija books and such illuminating essays as “‘Rol’ slova v formirovanii vremen- 
nyx svjazej Celoveka” in Voprosy psixologii, 1955, ++ 1, with their penetration into the 
progress and regression of verbal behavior are highly stimulating for the study of 
language in general and of Russian in particular. 


R. J. 


SOME SOVIET PAPERS ON MACHINE TRANSLATION! 


1. D. Ju. Panov, “Avtomatiéeskij perevod”’*, Moscow Popular Scientific Series 
(Moscow, Acad. of Sc. USSR, 1956), pp. 5-45. 

2. P.S. Kuznecov, A. A. Ljapunov and A. A. Reformatskij, “Fundamental Problems 
of Machine Translation”*, Voprosy jazykoznanija 5.107-11 (1956). 

3. O. S. Kulagina and I. A. Mel’éuk, ““MaSinnyj perevod s francuzskogo jazyka na 
russkij”, Voprosy jazykoznanija 5.111-21 (1956). 

4. I. S. Muxin, An Experiment of the Machine Translation of Languages carried out 
on the BESM (Moscow, Acad. of Sc. USSR, 1956). 28 pp. 

5. D. Panov, Concerning the Problem of Machine Translation of Languages (Moscow, 
Acad. of Sc. USSR, 1956), 36 pp. 

6. T. N. Molo&naja, ““Nekotorye voprosy sintaksisa v svjazi s maSinnym perevodom 
s anglijskogo jazyka na russkij”, Voprosy jazykoznanija 6.92-7 (1957). 

7. I. K. Bel’skaja, “Machine Translation of Languages”, Research 10.383-9 (1957). 

8: D. Ju. Panov, A. A. Ljapunov and I. S. Muxin, ““Avtomatizacija perevoda s 
odnogo jazyka na drugoj”, Sessija Akademii Nauk SSSR po nauénym voprosam avto- 
matizacii proizvodtsva, 15-20 oktjabrja 1956 g., Plenarnye zasedanija (Moscow, Acad. 
Sc. USSR, 1957), pp. 181-214. 


Machine translation in the Soviet Union is now definitely in the operational stage. 
The material before me clearly indicates that theoretical discussion was cut short rather 
early in the game and a decision was made in favor of a structuralist approach to the 
linguistic phase of the problem: “Since machine translation emphasizes the communic- 
ative function of language and since the machine must determine linguistic relationships 
in a purely formal sense, there is some justification for adopting a linguistic approach 
that is often condemned as ‘formalism’ or ‘structuralism’... The work of formalizing 
relationships between languages must rely on those linguistic theories that are based on 
the formal aspect of language study. In modern linguistics these theories are re- 
presented by the various schools of structuralism.” (2.) 

The research design chosen is one of pragmatic experimentation, with definite and 


1 The papers marked with an asterisk were available in English translation only; in 
quoting from them, no page references can be given and only the serial number is 
indicated, thus: (1.) Quotations from the remaining papers will be given by serial 
number and page reference, thus: (3.113) = third item (O. S. Kulagina and I. A. 
Mel’éuk), p. 113. 
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limited starting points: “In view of differences among languages there can be no uni- 
versal system of translation rules; each system of rules can relate only 2 languages in 
one direction.” (2.) 

The technical discussion that I have been able to follow most clearly concerns French 
into Russian (3., 8.182-7) and English into Russian (4., 5., 6., 8.187-207); German into 
Russian (8.208), Chinese (7.387, 8.210) and Japanese (7.387, 8.211) have also been 
mentioned. 

Before commenting on it, I should like to summarize briefly some of the crucial 
problems of machine translation.’ 

The purpose of machine translation research is to develop a computer program 
capable of effecting translation decisions automatically. 

Such a translation program can be divided into two major phases: a data-processing 
phase and an internal phase.* 

The data-processing phase consists first of a sensing-and-matching routine by which 
input items are sensed (= read) and matched against the entries in a previously prepared 
and stored glossary. This is the dictionary lookup. Secondly, the data-processing phase 
must establish a link between the dictionary lookup and the internal phase in which the 
real work of decision-making is done. This link is usually accomplished by storing an 
appropriate code under the entry words of the dictionary, which is utilized in the 
internal phase to call for appropriate routines and allow their execution. 

The internal phase is concerned with the implementation of the actual translation 
decisions. These decisions are either selection decisions — concerning the choice of one 
out of several possible translation equivalents, or arrangement decisions — concerning 
the rearrangement of the translations of individual input words, necessary to meet the 
word order requirements of the output text. 

In order to solve a given decision problem, the first step is to ascertain the decision 
point — that is, the input item best suited as a starting point for the routine designed to 
solve the problem. The second step is to search the context of the decision point for 
decision cues — those elements of the input text which yield the information needed to 
make the particular decision. These two steps together constitute what I call the re- 
cognition routine; its purpose is the recognition and utilization for decision-making of 
the linguistic function of formal graphic elements. I use the term “search span’’ to 
cover the extent of text covered by the recognition routines of a particular program. 

A third step is required: once the translation decision is made, the necessary in- 
structions are generated to produce an output based on this decision. This constitutes 
what I call the command routine. 

The several Soviet groups (two are mentioned in 8.182, additional groups are said to 
exist) seem to make a clear-cut separation between the recognition and command 
routines, which they call “‘source-language analysis” and “‘Russian synthesis” re- 
spectively (3.117-21, 4.11, 5.10-11, 7.389, 8.185, 8.196). 

The recognition routines which I have seen seem to involve short search spans. Let 
me cite as an example Panov’s routine for “look” (5.20, simplified by me): 

(a) check whether the following word or next following preposition is “for” 


* For a more detailed discussion, see my “Some Linguistic Problems in Machine 
Translation”, For Roman Jakobson (The Hague, 1956), pp. 180-6, and “Machine 
Translation”, Reports to the VIIIth International Congress of Linguists, Oslo, 1957, 
vol. I, pp. 103-11. 

* For advice in formulating the statements relating to computer operations and pro- 
gramming, I am indebted to Dr. R. J. Arms of the Division for Applied Mathematics, 
National Bureau of Standards, Washington, D. C., I am, of course, solely responsible 
for my opinions and conclusions. 
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yes — take step (b) 

no — take step (c) 
(b) go into appropriate command routine for translation by proper form of ucxat, 
(c) chek whether the immediately following word is “upon” 


yes — take step (d) 
no -— take step (e) 


(d) go into command routine for translation by proper form of ““cmorpets” 

(e) go into command routine for translation by proper form of “paccmatpusats” 
and insert “‘xax” immediately after the form chosen. 

For translation decisions affecting multiword sequences, the decision point is deter- 
mined by ascertaining the “major component” of a “grammatical configuration” 
(8.188-9). This is defined as the “pivotal, grammatically dominant word to which the 
remaining words are subordinated”; it allows “the consistent determination of the 
relations between all the words of the sentence” (8.189). 

The command routines seem to concern primarily the selection of appropriate stem 
and suffix allomorphs for making up the Russian output. 

As an example, Kulagina and Mel’tuk’s recognition routine yields “‘paccmatpusa-” 
and “paccmorp-” as the equivalents of French “considérer”, with command + 5 fo 
stem alternant choice. This command requires the selection of “‘paccmarpusa-”’ for 
imperfective, “\paccmtop-” for perfective forms. Similar suffix alternant choice com- 
mands are given on the basis of information yielded by the recognition routine as well 
as of the requirements of the stem alternant choice. 

The two types of programming techniques employable in machine translation are 
table-lookup and algorithmic.‘ A table-lookup operation is in essence one where the 
answer to a question is looked up in a table stored in memory; an algorithmic operation 
is one where the answer is computed by a succession of simple arithmetic operations 
based on a series of yes/no questions in the shape of a logical tree. 

The nature of the data-processing phase of machine translation is such that only a 
table lookup can solve the basic problem of dictionary searching. The internal phase, 
on the other hand, in theory admits of both table-lookup and logical-tree operations, 
and different approaches to machine translation vary in terms of their employment of 
the two techniques. 

Our Soviet colleagues seem to favor the logical tree for both aspects of the internal 
phase (for the recognition routine, see the example from Panov quoted above; for the 
command routine see especially 8.204-6). 

Styles of formulation vary; some of the sample flow charts I have seen are in block- 
diagram style (especially 1.); other samples (they seem to be later ones) show step- 
sequence style (5., 7., 8. passim). 

The major difference between the work of the Soviets and American approaches 
(discounting divergences of style and other matters of preference) lies, in my opinion, 
in the difference of objective. They are translating into Russian, we are translating from 
Russian. This means that in essence the problems which they face in their recognition 
routines, we face in our command routines, and conversely. 

I am thinking specifically of the translation problems arising from the formal marking 
of the major clause functions: those of subject, predicate, object. In Russian, these 
clause functions are marked primarily by paradigmatic morphs, the morphemic funct- 
ion of which must often be ascertained from the context, and only in cases of paradig- 
matic ambiguity will conditions of word order and special lexical conditions mark the 


“ Gilbert W. King, “The Requirements of Lexical Storage”, Georgetown University 
Monograph Series on Languages and Linguistics, No. 10, p. 79 (Washington, D. C., 1957). 
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clause function. In English and French, on the other hand, the clause functions are 
primarily indicated by order. 

A recognition routine for Russian clause functions must therefore search the span of 
the entire clause for appropriate morphs and check out their functions. The correspond- 
ing command routine for either English or French must be capable of accomplishing 
the rearrangement of clause-member-sized blocks of words over non-trivial distances. 

On the other hand, a recognition routine for English or French clause members may 
proceed linearly to identify clause functions by order of appearance in the input. The 
corresponding command routine for Russian must then generate different paradig- 
matic morphs (and stem alternants when necessary) for formally same French and 
English blocks of words in different locations within the clause. 

Thus, a translation program for Russian into French or English requires both 
significantly greater search spans and significantly more extensive and complex re- 
arrangement commands than a program in the opposite direction. In my own work,® 
I have found that the extension of the search span and the proper implementation of 
large-scale rearrangement constitute the major, though not insurmountable, difficulties. 

For the general linguist, it will be interesting to note in this context that the old- 
fashioned typological categories of synthetic versus analytic have acquired a certain 
operational validity in machine translation research. 


Institute of Languages and Linguistics 
Georgetown University Paul L. Garvin 


THE REVERSED ALPHABETIZED CORPUS OF RUSSIAN WORDS 


R. Greve and B. Kroesche, Russisches riicklaufiges Wérterbuch, edited 
by Max Vasmer (= Slavistische Veréffentlichungen, V. 13). 1, 2 Berlin- 
Wiesbaden, Osteuropa Institut, 1957-1958. 480 pp. 


The reversed alphabetized collection of Russian words compiled by R. Greve and 
B. Kroesche under the sponsorship of Max Vasmer was based on the third edition of 
I. V. Dal’s Tolkovyj slovar’ Zivogo velikorusskogo jazyka, on D. N. USakov’s dictionary, 
and on other more recent sources. The strictly reversed order created an unexplored 
neigbourhood for about 290.000 entries. The models for this lexicographical ar- 
rangement were the reversed alphabetized Greek and Latin dictionaries used for the 
restoration of inscriptions and papyri with fractional words of which only the last 
letters were readable. The usefulness of the reversed alphabetical sequence, however, 
is not only realized by the epigraphists interpolating lacunae of the old manuscripts; 
it can also be of valuable assistance in morphological analyses by indicating unknown 
patterns of word formation and by illuminating various conditions of inflectional 
processes. Using the final letter of each entry as a starting point for the alphabetical 
order to the dictionary furnishes an interesting survey of the suffixes and of their 
frequency, giving material both for synchronical and diachronical studies. 

The Russisches riicklaufiges Wédrterbuch presents its entries without any kind of 
references. Specification of each entry has to be completed by the reader. The first 
184 pages of the compilation are reserved for about 36.000 Russian words ending in 
the letter “a”. In contrast to this voluminous group, the letter “6” follows with about 
600 words including entries like ITB, 45, AB-3, 26, 346, ocmx6, etc. One of the 
largest groups is created by entries with the final letter “ut”. This group includes 


5 As senior member of Group II of the GU Project in MT Research. 
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participles and adjectives listed in the pronominal form. Despite the size of this 
group, participles are poorly represented. The suffix -msri appears in the whole 
compilation 518 times only. Terms frequent in contemporary technical Russian are 
included rather sporadically, and for this reason the reversed alphabetized list pro- 
duced by the technically oriented Harvard Automatic Russian-English Dictionary 
gives a slightly different outlook on the suffixes and their frequencies. In spite of 
its incompleteness, which is partly unavoidable, the Russisches riickldufiges Worterbuch 
will be found a useful and welcome addition to Russian lexicography. 


Harvard University L. Matejka 


Slovar’ russkogo jazyka, v cetyréx tomax. TomI. Moskva, AN SSSR, 
1957. 


This new dictionary of contemporary literary Russian, of which the first volume appear- 
ed during the course of last year, was compiled under an editorial committee consisting 
of M. P. Alekseev, S. G. Barxudarov, G. P. Blok, V. V. Vinogradov, A. P. Evgen’eva, 
S. P. Obnorskij, and Ju. S. Sorokin. It is a dictionary of approximately the same scope 
and purpose as the famous USakov dictionary, which was published between 1935 and 
1940. Of the editorial committee of the latter dictionary, only Vinogradov was also a 
member of that of the former. 

The dictionary is meant to cover the contemporary literary vocabulary in its fullness 
as well as the essential items of the literary language from PuSkin’s time till our own. 
It is normative in intent and aims at noting the stylistic level of each term that is sub- 
stantially characterized. Moreover, it generally gives the etymology of all foreign 
words. In accordance with the general aims of the dictionary most regional and 
dialectic terms not widely employed in belles-lettres or otherwise important are omitted. 
In harmony with current Soviet social tendencies the vocabulary shows rather strong 
puritanical tendencies in the exclusion of terms regarded as indecent. 

Though, as was noted above, the scope of this dictionary is approximately the same 
as that of the USakov dictionary, in size it is roughly a third larger. This is partly the 
result of the inclusion of a somewhai iarger wordstore, but mainly the result of more 
detailed definitions and the use of considerably more quotations. For the most part, 
the definitions are adequate and clear. Where multiple definitions are required, these 
are rather nicely paragraphed. The quotations chosen to illustrate usage are often 
fresh and interesting. Many of them are chosen from contemporary authors. M. 
Prisvin, V. Nekrasov, Soloxov, Panova, Erenburg, Fedin, Simonov, etc. The main 
fault that one can find with the definitions and examples is that they do not always 
clarify those points that are of interest to the user, specifically points of usage in 
respect to prepositions and cases. 

The dictionary is rather variable in the amount of morphological information it gives. 
In general, it is complete and very good for the noun and adjective, being considerably 
better than the USakov dictionary and rather better than the OzZegov one in this 
respect. For examples of this superiority one might consult the entries in the three 
dictionaries under: bl/esna, il’ka, and babka. On the other hand it seems to leave a great 
deal to be desired as far as the verb is concerned. It appears to be the settled policy of 
the editorial committee not to cross-reference from unprefixed imperfectives to the 
semantically closest prefixed perfective and vice versa. Thus under delat’ there is no 
indication of a relationship with sdelat’. Under vypit’ there is no reference to pit’. 
Among the determined and undetermined verbs the cross-referencing tends to be one- 
sided. Thus vezti and vesti are not cross-referenced to vozit’ and vodit’ respectively, but 
vozit’ does mention the existence of vezti. Some matters seem to be determined not by 
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policy, but by chance. Thus under gnat’ one finds notice of the existence of the gerund 
gonja, but under brat’ there is no mention of the very frequent berja. Past participles 
are listed sporadically and this is unfortunate since these are forms which really do not 
exist for a fairly large number of transitive verbs and the user of the dictionary is rather 
bewildered in trying to determine when the omissions are meaningful and when they 
are not. On the whole it would have been helpful if in the preface to the dictionary the 
editors had made a statement of rules of conjugation such as those of the Usakov 
dictionary. If this had been done the user could determine more easily whether the 
failure to cite the imperative of, say, Zec’ was intentional or not. 

It would seem to be a pity that certain types of derived words are omitted rather 
systematically (hypochoristic forms and abstracts in -ost’ for the nouns and certain 
forms for the adjectives). One sometimes needs to know whether a specific noun or 
adjective stem can or can not take a specific formant. The lack of indications of 
pronunciation, apart from word accent, is likewise regrettable. 

Some of the omissions of words that are found in USakov are of cultural interest: 
valjal’nja, Zirotopnja. Some shifts in form are of considerable interest for linguists: e.g., 
the genitive plural of djadja and dever’, the past masculine singular of zabrat’sja. 

Despite these complaints, the dictionary is a valuable contribution and one can only 
hope for its speedy completion. The editors and typesetters are to be congratulated on 
a handsome and legible job. 


University of Michigan James Ferrell 


Lucien Tesniére, Petit vocabulaire russe, 1: Table sémantique. Paris, 1957. 


A considerable literature has accumulated during the last forty years on the structural 
breakdown of sound systems and, since the thirties, we possess classical examples of the 
analysis of grammatical categories into coherent systems of semantic distinctive 
features. Much less definite and much less extensive are the achievements of structural 
linguistics in the realm of syntax and of lexicology. 

Tesniére is an interesting scholarly personality: between the plain lines of his school 
texts, one sees him come to grips with precisely the most formidable problems of con- 
temporary linguistics. After the brochure on structural syntax (to be followed, accord- 
ing to Vaillant’s preface to the vocabulaire, shortly by a larger posthumous monograph) 
we are here presented with an attempt at systematizing the lexicon. Tesniére adheres to 
two classical criteria: an arrangement according to roots, that is, according to criteria 
simultaneously formal and semantic, and an arrangement exclusively according to 
meaning, that is, by synonyms, related notions, and antonyms. The latter arrangement, 
which is obviously the more consistently semantic one, since it enables us to presuppose 
common semantic denominators in formally non-related words, is followed in this first 
issue. I am rather convinced that somewhat arbitrarily selected criteria as “quality”, 
“good”, “‘beautiful’’, “true”, “dimension”, ‘weight’, etc., will not stand up against 
profounder research, useful as they are in a textbook. 

It would have been interesting to see how Tesniére would have worded differences 
between Russian words which he groups together and translates by the same French 
word. It is the task of future research to work out on these examples the assumption of 
semantic common denominators which Tesniére presents briefly on page XII. 


Rijksuniversiteit te Leiden C. H. van Schooneveld 
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Osvalt, R. L., “Russian Loan Words in Southwestern Pomo”, Jnter- 
national Journal of American Linguistics, XXIV (1958), pp. 245-247. 


K mpesocxogHoit pabote Ayu Tammepuxa 0 pyccKOM CAOe B 8CKMMOCCKOM CAOBape 
Aaacxu (Slavic Word, III) mpucoeauHaetca HOBad AIOGONBITHAA 3AMETKA O IIPOHHKHO- 
Be€HHM PyCCKO ACKCHKH B Ty3€MHBIe A3bIKM THXOOKeaHCKoro nobepexba CesepHoit 
Amepuxku: 8 upH6pexHoi Kaandopuun, k tory oT Pycckoli pexu, B 10ro-3allaqHOl 
Pa3sHOBHAHOCTH A3biKka HHAeHYes Ilomo, Pobepr Ocsaat, usyaaBumiit sTOT A3bIK 
aetom 1957 r. n0q4 pykosogctsom Amursuctuyeckoro oTgeacHua Kaandopuuii- 
ckoro yHuBepcuteta B Bapkau, o6Hapyxua 12 caoB pycckoro mponcxoxgeHus, 
BHCAPHBUIMXCA B TY3CEMHY1O PeYb 3a TOAb, KOrAa PyCCKHe KBAaPTMPOBaAH B 9TOM 
paiioue (1811-1840). Kpome caos “koumka”’, “ayaku’” u “‘napyc” (= mapycuua), 
BC€ OCTaAbHbI€ 3aMMCTBOBAaHHA CBASAHbI C MPOAOBOABCTBHeM: “‘nmIeHHya’’, 
“ropanya”, “‘a6aoKo’’, “moaoKo”, “Kodeii’’(?), @opmMa poz. magzexa “ual0”’, 
“qamka’’, “Aaoxka’’, “memioK”’. OaHO pyccKoe CAOBO O6bIAO yCBOeHO 4epes3 A3bIK 
aAeyTCKMX OXOTHHMKOB, mpHOniBummx c pycckumu: Ilomo kalikak ,,xHura” < 
aaeyt. kalikaq < pyc. kuHura. 


P.. A. 


R. I. Avanesov, Fonetika sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo jazyka 
Izdatel’stvo Moskovskogo universiteta, 1956. 240 pp. 


Any new book or paper by R. I. Avanesov, whatever its special field, is a valuable 
contribution both to the study of Russian and to general linguistic methodology. 
This is equally valid for both of his recent fundamental publications — the magnificent 
Atlas russkix narodnyx govorov central’nyx oblastej k vostoku ot Moskvy which ap- 
peared under his editorship in 1957 and which will be discussed in the second issue of 
IJSLP, and his “Phonetics of Contemporary Standard Russian”. 

The latter work sums up and synthesizes many years labor of the Moscow linguist 
in the field of Russian descriptive phonemics and phonetics. The two introductory 
sections of the book (§§ 1-16) and the final part (§§ 74-81) treat the basic theoretical 
problems of phonemics in its relation to phonetics, the diverse views of the phoneme 
and the different types of linguistic transcription. Avanesov’s presentation of these 
crucial questions reflects the tantalizing discussion among contemporary Russian 
linguists, in particular such searching phonologists as O. S. Axmanova, S. I. BernStejn, 
N. F. Jakovlev, P. S. Kuznecov, A. A. Reformatskij, V. N. Sidorov, S. K. Saumjan, 
and of course Avanesov himself. 

The pivotal question of this discussion is with what of two levels — the phonemic or 
the morphemic — linguistic analysis must start. In point of fact, both directions of 
analysis — from the grammatical constituents of speech to the phonemic components, 
and vice versa, from the phonemic make-up to the morphemic aspect of speech - 
are both equally realistic. The former way corresponds to the output of the verbal 
message and the latter to its input. For the speaker the meaningful units from sentence 
to morpheme take precedence over sound signals, whereas the listener follows the 
opposite way — from sound signals to the grammatical units which they carry. Ac- 
cordingly, morphophonemic transcription portrays the encoder’s view of the sequence, 
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while the type which Avanesov terms slovo/ tigeskaja transkripcija (‘‘lexico- 
phonemic transcription”) registers the same sequence as viewed by the decoder. Our 
samples of the latter transcription are enclosed in slants, examples of morphophonemic 
transcription in braces, and specimens of phonetic transcription in brackets. 

The two homonymic sentences [j4 n’s dajui kdés] - 1) “I don’t milk goats” and 2) 
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“J don’t give scythes” - are different for the encoder and can actually be rendered 
morphophonemically as 1) }ne-dojui k6z{ and 2) |ne-daju kés{. On a morphophonemic 
level [n’s] is }ne{ since [c] is an automatic alternant of the stressed [e] in such occurences 
as [n’ébyl] and the palatalization of the preceding consonant is automatically induced 
by the Jel; in [daju] and [kés] there appear the automatic alternants of the morphemes 
doj-| and }koz-{ in the first sentence and }daj-| and }kos-{ in the second. The forms 
doja|, }daja| and }k6z!, }kés{, obviously distinct for the speaker, are by themselves, 
without prompting from the context, identical for the listener, and Avanesov’s “‘lexico- 
phonemic transcription” would render these words in both cases by /daji kos,/, 
where /a/ indicates that the unstressed vowel is neither rounded nor high and its 
possible alternant under stress may be either /a/ or /o/. Similarly /s,/ signals that in 
this position there is no phonemic distinction between voiced and voiceless sibilants 
and its possible alternant before a sonorant phoneme may be either /s/ or /z/. Here- 
with Avanesov’s transcription soundly points out the listener’s probabilistic attitude 
to the morphemic content of the phonemic information received. 

The author is perfectly aware of the difficulties which these two ways of analysis, 
leave unresolved in particular the question how to interpret the pretonic vowels in 
such words an [torakan] or [v’trin’ica] where these vowels have no stressed alternants. On 
the one hand the vowels and consonants in “weak position” are likened to their 
phonetic analogues in “strong position” as in the line from Graf Nulin [natal’jo 
pavievne snacalo] in which the phoneme /a/ is skillfully interwoven through all the 
syllables. On the other hand the interrelation of phonemes in weak position is con- 
fronted with the corresponding relationship of the strong phonemes. Thus under 
stress after palatalized consonants /i/ and /a/ are opposed to each other as high and 
low, while /e/ is opposed to /i/ as low and to /a/ as high. In that variety of standard 
Russian which after palatalized consonants distinguishes pretonic /i/ and /e/, these 
two phonemes are opposed to each other as low and high and hence such an unstressed 
/e/ occupies the same place in the pattern as the stressed /a/. 

One may add that the captivating discussion of phonemes and of their transcription 
eloquently discloses the impediments which remain inevitable as long as the phoneme 
continues to be interpreted as the “‘minimal sound unit”. As soon as the place of such 
an entity is transferred from phonemes to the distinctive features as their ultimate 
constituents and the phonemes are approached as bundles of such features, all the 
complications resulting from the so-called neutralization of phonemes simply disappear 

Avanesov’s description of Russian syllabic, prosodic, vocalic and consonantal 
pattern is most instructive. The necessity of further instrumental investigation of 
Russian syllabic division and of its diverse treatment in different styles of Russian 
speech is judiciously stated. This problem becomes particularly urgent and attractive 
in the light of the latest, epoch-making discoveries by N. I. Zinkin: “‘New Data on the 
Work of the Motor Speech Analyzer in Its Interraction with the Auditory Analyzer”, and 
especially on the role of the subglottic organs in speech production (Izvestija Ak. Ped. 
Nauk RSFSR, LXXXI, 1956). 

Extremely beneficial are Avanesov’s remarks on semantic differentiation of accentual 
doublets (§34; NB - the preverb vy- attracts the stress only in perfective verbs), 
observations on contextual variants of vowels and consonants, and on the peculiar 
conditions of appearance and disappearance of the phoneme /j/ (§ 71). The purely 
articulatory description of speech sounds, without reference to the acoustic and percep- 
tual aspects, unavoidably superimposes severe limitations. Also a wider utilization of 
recent X-ray data, especially in the question of the essential role played by the pharynx 
in sound production and differentiation, is desirable. 

The hierarchy of constituents into which the sentence is divided by various sound 
devices is touched upon in different passages of the book but perhaps a more systematic 
discussion of this question could be attempted. The division of the sentence into 
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“speech measures” (recevye takty) hardly suffices. Between these two units there is the 
so-called “breath group” (“‘member”, “‘colon’”’). If we separate breath groups by 
double verticals, and “‘speech measures” by single verticals, Avanesov’s quotation 
from Gonéarov can be rewritten as follows: s odnoj storony | Volga || s krutymi 
beregami | i zavolz’em ||| s drugoj | Sirokie polja || obrabotannye i pustye | ovragi ||| 
i vse eto zamykalos’ || dal’ju | sinevsix gor ||| The prosodic treatment of auxiliary words 
(conjunctions, autonomous prepositions, and modal particles to which the imperative 
desinential components must also be added) deserves an overall examination, with parti- 
cular attention to the difference between stress-less conjunctions like [do] and those 
with word-stress like [no], where both the unreduced /o/ and the possibility of an em- 
phatic pause after the conjunction disclose its stressed character. The phonological 
treatment of word boundary can also be synthetically presented. The severed pronun- 
ciation of [brat ivan], [gorot baku] vs. [bratyvan]. [g6rodbaku] is not necessarily due to 
a “minimal pause” (p. 48) but rather to a “‘conceivable (myslimaja) pause”’ singled out 
in Zinkin’s remarkable study ‘On the Perception of Russian Word Stress” (Izvestija Ak. 
Ped. Nauk RSFSR, LIV, 1954): the pause may be indicated merely by its concomitant 
features without being itself realized. 

The delimitation between compounds with and without secondary stress is subject toa 
simple rule. If we put aside the deviating compounds from loanwords or abbreviations, 
then it becomes clear that the secondary stress is usual in such compounds which either 
contain a compound constituent (paroxddostroitel’nyj), or consist of two inflected words 
(sorvi-golovd, blédno-golubdj), or finally those which belong to the dvandva type (jugo- 
zapad). A noteworthy trait is the similar phonological treatment of compounds and 
prefixed words to which also the combinations of words with non-autonomous (prefix- 
like) prepositions pertain. Within a simple word there are peculiarities on the border 
between the stem and desinence (cf. § 48) and in the phonemic structure of the desinence 
itself. 

To the excellent description of the voiced-voiceless correlation (§§ 60-65) one single 
emendation can be made: the distinction or non-distinction of voiceless and voiced 
obstruents does not depend on the following /v/ or /v’/ but on the subsequent phoneme; 
cf. [kvragu] and [gvdav’é] (Festschrift f. M. Vasmer, 1956, 199ff). 

In respect to the detailed description of the hard-soft consonantal correlation (§§ 66- 
70), it may be noted that the lack of /k’/ at the end of a word can hardly be used as an 
argument against its recognition as a separate phoneme (cf. [satkém] from sadék and 
[satk’6m] from sotkat’), as the hardening of final labials in many Russian dialects, e.g. 
in Leningrad substandard, could not justify a denial of soft labial phonemes. The use of 
soft final consonants is limited in Russian; cf. the hardening of consonants at the end 
of any desinence, unless they are followed by a /+/ alternating with /i/. The decisive 
position for the distinction of hard and soft consonants is the position before stressed 
vowels. Except /I/—/I’/, hardness and softness are distinguished before a consonant only 
if the latter is preceeded by a /+-/ alternating with a vowel: [gér’ko] — [gér’rk], [sud’ba] — 
[sud’ép], [t’ma] — [t’6mnyj]. 

There is indeed a considerable oscillation between consonantal hardness and softness 
before soft consonants. Often in this position a consonant is pronounced without 
palatalization but also without velarization which is typical of Russian hard consonants, 
and when there is an /e/ before such a consonant, this vowel is rather close as if it 
would be before a soft consonant, e.g. [m’édn’ik], [spl’étn’i], [p’étl’i], [d’ébr’i], and 
optionally [d’éfk’i]. 

Even if one could not adhere to all the statements of the author and would hesitate 
for instance to interpret the long palatal sibilant in sci, dozZd’, borsé, borséku as a single 
phoneme, these are mere details, and Avanesov’s work is to be recommended as an 
admirable introduction to the study of Russian speech sounds. Without pedantry or 
sectarian normalization, he takes into account the appreciable oscillations in standard 
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Russian pronounciation and pays attention to the coexistent sound patterns of this 
language, in particular to the specific foreign word stratum with its peculiar phonemic 
rules. The mutable and manifold structure of the sound system finds and will find in 
Avanesov an ever more judicious investigator. 

R. J. 


THREE ARTICLES ON ACCUSATIVE VS. GENITIVE, WITH TRANSITIVE 
VERBS AND NEGATIVE PARTICLE IN RUSSIAN 


T. F. Magner, “Negation and Case Selection in Russian,” Slavic Word, 
IV (Word, Vol. XI), pp. 531-541. 

Z. Uglitsky, ““Accusative and Genitive with Transitive Verbs Preceded 
by a Negative in Contemporary Russian,” The Slavonic Review, Vol. 
XXXIV. 8, No. 83, 1956, pp. 377-387. 

L. A. Deribas, ““Prjamoe dopolnenie pri perechodnom glagole s otrica- 
niem,” Russkij Jazyk v Skole, 1956, No. 2, pp. 21-25. 


These articles, each written evidently without any knowledge of the others, are sig- 
nificant not because of any definite formula offered for the case selection in question 
(for all three, though observing more or less the same tendencies toward preference 
for one case or the other under certain conditions, conclude that the total problem 
involves many factors). They are significant rather in the fact that they represent 
attempts at linguistic investigation of areas of language which seem to defy description 
in terms of “either/or”. The papers manifest, I think, a certain dissatisfaction first 
with ascribing such phenomena completely to style and second with the treatment of 
stylistic phenomena as entirely outside the coded, predictable area amenable to 
linguistic analysis. 

The material used in all three is literary, though Magner, concerned with spoken 
Russian, selects dialogue from contemporary Russian plays and novels, testing these 
through native response. What scholars like A. A. Sachmatov and A. Thomson have 
already remarked is reasserted: that the school grammar prescription of object in the 
genitive case with negative constructions is not a complete description of contemporary 
Russian, and particularly not of spoken Russian. 

The bulk of the articles is devoted to categorizing phenomena that accompany a 
tendency to prefer one of the two cases. The criteria vary. Magner’s major concern is 
with formal concomitants. Uglitsky’s criterion is semantic. Deribas’s approach 
combines the two stances vis-a-vis language. The descriptions, though differing 
somewhat in their terms, include approximately the same divisions of concomitance 
to case preference. Of particular interest to the reviewer were the following formal 
factors accompanying frequent occurrence of accusative with negation: (1) when the 
object is a singular a-declension noun (Magner 535), which coincides with the rarity 
of the genitive case of feminine proper nouns (Uglitsky 380); (2) when the verb is 
imperative (Magner 535, Deribas 24); (3) when the verb has perfective aspect (Magner 
535); (4) when object precedes verb (Magner 535, Deribas 25, Uglitsky 383). 

Similar analysis might profitably be carried out on other constructions with genitive/ 
accusative and genitive/nominative alternation, e.g., “\pokupal knigi”’, but again with 
perfective aspect “‘kupil knigi/knig”; “‘chotu knigi/knigu”’; “‘srok ne proél/ne proSlo 
sroka; zvuk ne slySalsja/zvuka ne slySalos’”. Moreover, the character (formal, seman- 
tic, etc.) of the invariance within the variance should be described, e.g. verbs like 
“imet’”’, which occur only with the genitive in negative constructions, and construc- 
tions like: “ne nachodil étu devuSku takoj urodlivoj”’. 
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The general problem involved in the material described in these articles is of interest 
not only to Slavicists but also to linguists in general — the problem of the overlapping 
of syntactic and stylistic morpheme occurrence, present also in other languages, e.g., 
the English syntactic unit of article plus noun, “‘a girl’’, with the non-uniform variant 
“some”: “‘a/some girl stopped by” as opposed to “‘a girl is a young woman”’. 


MIT — Edward S. Klima 


Wiktor Jassem, The Formants of Sustained Polish Vowels: A Preliminary 
Study. The Study of Sounds. Tokyo, The Phonetic Society of Japan, 
1958. 


The author, an outstanding Polish phonetician at the University of Poznan, presents a 
very careful description and interpretation of his experiment on sustained Polish vowels. 
Eight native speakers recorded (on tape in an anechoic chamber) one sample of each 
vowel, a ninth recorded two samples. The sounds were “fed into a heterodyne sound 
analyser with a 25 ~ pass band” and a frequency range of 60 cps to 9000 cps was 
analyzed. 

For most of the vowels, the author finds more than three formants, but in his inter- 
pretation wisely chooses only those most relevant to the type of vowel from a linguistic 
point of view. The result is a vowel triangel or “loop” as the author calls it, which is 
quite similar to those produced by other acoustic studies of vowel systems similar to 
Polish. 

The author appears to have an excellent command of the literature of the acoustics of 
speech, especially recent American work. His opening remarks on speech sounds and 
his justification of the use of sustained vowels are somewhat naive and unnecessary for 
the study. Because he presents such a careful and detailed report of his work, one wishes 
that a person with Prof. Jassem’s abilities could avail himself of better equipment, such 
as the sound spectrograph, for the continuance of his analysis to which the present 
study is only preliminary. 


Harvard University Lawrence G. Jones 


Fr. Dane’, Intonace a véta ve spisovné éestiné (= Studie a prdce lingui- 
stické, 11). Praha, CAV, 1957. 162 pp. With summaries in Russian and 
English. 


There is hardly a language the prosody of which has been investigated as profoundly as 
Cech. The impressive enumeration given by Dane’ in his preface says enough. The 
basic problem posed before the investigator of sentence intonation — indeed, of any 
linguistic phenomenon - is to match invariants in meaning with invariants in form. 

The investigators who take meaning as a starting point are usually unable to go by 
much more than the opposition: question — statement, and the segmentation of the in- 
tonation sentence into cadences, or whatever term may be used provided they accord 
these cadences a semantic function. DaneS refers back to Mathesius’ classification into 
unfinished and finished utterances, the latter being subdivided into satisfactorily 
finished and unsatisfactorily finished utterances; of the intonational correspondents, 
conclusive cadences versus anticadences and semicadences, anticadences are used for 
questions without interrogative, while semicadences represent, roughly speaking, 
the intonation pattern of introductory (non-final) clauses. 











— — = 


« Xi wwe -_t™ ¢* 


a 
* 





REVIEWS AND CRITICAL SURVEYS 291 


Another approach to the problem can be made from the formal side, trying to 
establish prosodic invariants and finding the semantic invariants conveyed by them. 
Dane rightly rejects instrumental registration as the primary method to find prosodic 
invariants with a semantic function. Since the choice between the alternatives carrying 
a different meaning and merely contextual alternatives (there are scores of possible in- 
tonations for each word) can be made only by the human reveiver at the moment of 
hearing and interpreting the message, the intonation curve shown by the machine 
merely gives one of the multifarious possibilities of intoning the given word without 
impressing directly upon the listener the semantic contents of the given intonation. 
Even when listening to an intonation sentence it is very difficult to establish its meaning 
for several reasons: firstly, repeating exactly a once-enacted sentence intonation (unless 
ithas been recorded) is well-nigh impossible. (Only when Mrs. Buning and I had analyzed 
a great deal of our Russian material, each sentence of which had been repeated by the 
informant, did we find that the repetitions had special prosodic characteristics, re- 
presenting compliance with the request to repeat.) Thus, by lack of the possibility to 
apply the permutation test, identity of meaning is very hard to establish. This applies 
even more to the case that permutation is attempted between two words having a 
different number of syllables, in order to determine the prosodic contextual changes 
brought about by the number of syllables of a given prosodic unit. Thirdly, permuta- 
tion of one word by another entails a substitution of lexical meaning, frequently 
changing the attitude of the speaker towards the described situation. Applying the 
phonemic method of “minimum pairs”, then, is exceedingly difficult, and requires 
thousands of examples of recorded material. 

In the course of the structural analysis of the Russian sentence intonation done by 
Mrs. Buning and myself, we were surprised to find that such a detailed formal analysis 
leads to the conclusion that the standard by which the tones of the sentence melody are 
recognized is the same one as found in Western European music. This is an idea well 
known in the phonetic literature of the nineteenth century, and also mentioned by 
DaneS. It is important to note, however, that this musical scale is never quite purely 
realized, just as there is a certain latitude in the realization of phonemes. On the other 
hand, deviations are measured against this parameter and perceived as deviations. 
Incidentally, the surmise of a musical scale eliminates the ancient dilemma of intonation 
analysis! whether the intonation curve, or rather the intonation levels are relevant, 
since the notes of a musical scale are spaced in - mathematically very simply definable - 
constant intervals. K. L. Pike, whose tonal system of four levels is adopted by DaneS, 
thinks of the levels as phonemes and of the glide patterns as morphemes, which, in my 
opinion, is too close an analogy to phonemics. Dane$’s skilfull application of Pike’s 
system to Cech material yields results which run clearly, to a certain extent, parallel to 
the standard Russian sentence intonation. An important problem arises here from the 
fact that in Cech the expiratory accent has been stabilized on the first syllable of the 
word, so that the relation between accented and unaccented syllables becomes quite 
different than in Russian. In Russian, the realized stressed syllables are the primary 
bearers of the sentence intonation, so that, for instance, the obligatory final drop to the 
tonic in declarative sentences runs from the last preictic to the last ictic syllable. 
Judging by DaneS’s material, where level 4 apparently corresponds to the tonic and 
level 1 to its octave, the tonic is often reached only postictically. Further research into 
the tonal relationship between the stressed syllable (slabika s taktovym prizvukem, 
“pivot” in our terminology) and the surrounding unstressed syllables is highly desirable. 
This will enable us also to define more precisely the stylistic variants in the realization 


1 Cf. D. L. Bolinger, “Intonation: Levels versus Configuration”, Word, 7 (1951), 
pp. 199-210. 
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of the various rhythm units, which, by operating with Pike’s rather crude tonal scale, 
Dane cannot always sufficiently subtly distinguish. 

In our forthcoming work on the Russian sentence intonation,? Mrs. Buning and | 
come to the conclusion that, whereas the unstressed syllables of a figure (Dane3’s 
rhythm unit) are intoned at small intervals from the tone of the stressed syllable 
(“pivot”) of the given figure, they may fall or rise towards this syllable and fall or rise 
after it, each of the four possibilities having its own meaning. (In questions and contrast- 
ively stressed sentences neutralizations occur.) Dane, being limited to the four level 
systems, makes semantically quite pertinent remarks as long as he adheres to small 
sentences or semantically not complicated examples, but has in his generalizing con- 
clusion to admit a tension between the tonal line of the sentence and the intonation of 
the individual rhythm units which it comprises. I believe that all these phenomena 
could be described much more exactly from a melodic point of view and given a more 
precise semantic characterization. 

It is amazing, however, what Dane has been able to achieve. His methodological 
considerations show a solid mastery of linguistic method, his results a vast skill in ex- 
tracting from the message the semantically relevant facts. 


Rijksuniversiteit te Leiden C. H. van Schooneveld 


J. VaSica, J. Vajs, Soupis staroslovanskych rukopisi Ndrodniho musea v 
Praze — Catalogus codicum palaeoslovenicorum Musaei Nationalis Pragae. 
Praha, Nakladatelstvi CSAV, 1957. XX, 527 pp., 8 fol. phototyp., 
Kés 85.-. 


A bibliography of the manuscript collection of the National Museum in Prague was 
published by F. M. BartoS: Soupis rukopisi Ndarodniho musea, (Praha, vol. I: 1926; 
vol. II: 1927). As the third part of this series was promised a catalogue of Old Slavonic 
MSS by professor Joseph Vajs. Vajs did arrange a catalogue of 86 MSS (in 1918), 
but his work was not published. Recently, in 1951, professor Joseph VaSica undertook 
the preparing of this bibliography upon the request of the Direction of the National 
Museum. Vajs’ manuscript catalogue could serve only as an auxiliary or as a preli- 
minary work, because 1) a careful comparison with the MSS was indespensable; 2) 
the collection itself has meanwhile essentially grown; 3) it was decided to include into 
the Catalogue also a collection of ‘Old Slavic’ fragments: some of the cyrillic frag- 
ments are very old — e.g. two of them date from the XIIIth century, one from the XIIth- 
XIIth century and one even from the XIth or XIIth century; the glagolitic fragments 
are of great importance for the investigation of Czech Emmaus glagolitism; 4) the 
method of arranging bibliographies was, in the last forty years, brought to a high 
degree of perfection and the catalogue had to be changed accordingly. The basis of 
the Church Slavonic MSS collection forms the MSS library of P. J. Safatik, con- 
taining 38 items (30 of Serbian, 8 from Bulgarian provenance).' This original nucleus 


2 To be published by Mouton and Co., The Hague, under the title The Sentence 
Intonation of Contemporary Standard Russian as a Linguistic Structure (= Description 
and Analysis of Contemporary Standard Russian, I). 

1 It was formerly described in the Catalogus librorum, incunabulorum, codicum manu- 
scriptorum, chartarum geographicarum, quae olim ad bibliothecam Pauli losephi Safarik 
pertinebant (Vindobonae, 1862), pp. 108-114, XXXII: Codices manuscripti, A. Palaeo- 
slovenici charactere cyrillico scripti, B. Palaeoslovenici charactere glagolitico exarati, 
C. Croatico-serbici. - Later on by N. A. Voskresenskij, CaasaHckue pykomucu 
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was subsequently enriched, particularly by some MSS from the Southwest Russia ;? 
10 MSS were brought from Moscow by Professor Th. Saturnik (in the years 1927-8). 
One fragment was discovered only a few years ago, viz. a fragmentary Croatian CS 
glagolitic Psalter, found in the ruins of the Prague Emmaus monastery during re- 
establishment (MS nr. 192);* two MSS were discovered in the collection itself by 
professor VaSica (nr. 169 and 170). 

VaSica’s catalogue of Old Slavic MSS of the National Museum contains: 


1) Church Slavoni: MSS in various receptions of the language, in cyrillic, (Croatian) 
glagolitic, Bosnian cyrillic, azbuka and Roman alphabets. Among them there are also 
some modern copies of old monuments, e.g. a facsimile of the Psalterium Lobkowicz- 
janum‘ from the years 1856-7 and a transcription of the same Psalter in Roman letters 
made by Safaik’s proper hand in 1857 (nr. 150 and 39). 

2) Old Czech MSS written in the glagolitic alphabet, dating from the Emmaus period. 

3) Several Russian, Ukrainian and Serbocroatian MSS, e.g. the Chronicle of Niznij 
Novgorod (copies from the XVIIIth century, nr. 95 and 120), two Ukrainian song-books 
from the XVIIIth century (nr. 158 and 169), a copy (from 1852) of the Statut Politki 
made according to a Croatian MS of Split (Spalato) from the year 1785 (nr. 12), a 
modern copy of the Chronicle of the Priest Dukljanin (nr. 92) etc. 

4) Some excerpts of Safatik, e.g. a comparison of the Psalterium Lobkowiczianum 
(1359) with a printed cyrillic Psalter from 1495 (nr. 6), a summary and description of 
a MS of the Old Czech Alexandreis (MS of Roudnice; nr. 65), excerpts of the so-called 
Beotinski and KruSedolski Pomenik (a list of Serbian personal names; nr. 66), excerpts 
of a codex of the monastery of Vrdnik (nr. 67), two lists of books and MSS of Serbian 
monasteries (nr. 68), a comparison of the text of the Codex Assemanianus with the 
Ostromir Gospel, with the Vulgate and with the Greek text (nr. 70), notes from the 
Metropolitan Library of Karlovci (nr. 46), notes about printed books and about MSS 
of Serbian monasteries (nr. 47) etc. - Excerpts and sketches of other scholars, e.g. nr. 41: 
Joseph Dobrovsky, Catalogue of Slavic MSS, which contains much more than a mere 
catalogue (some studies of the author, variants of Gospels etc.). 

5) Various miscellanea, e.g. a German grammar of the Russian language (from 1843; 
written in azbuka and gothic letters, nr. 164), a short Russian grammar of the Ossetinian 
language (copy from 1845 of the work of H. J. Klaproth; nr 132) etc. 

6) Some archive records, e.g. two German letters of B. Kopitar to P. J. Safatik 
(nr. 28, 29,) Miklosich’s edition of the Lex Stephani DuSani (nr. 30), etc. 


eca B 3arpaHuwaHEX Oubanotexax. COoppux OPACa. tr. XXXI, No | 
(CII6., 1883); II. Bu6auorexa Uewckoro mysea B IIpare. Pyxonucu co6panua 
Il. M1. Iadapuxa, pp. 16-30, and by M. N. Speranskij, Pyxonucu Ilasaa Mocuda 
Iadapuxa (Hpnie Mysea Kopoaescrsa yeurcxoro) s IIpare (Mocxsa, 1894), X 
+ 106 pag. 
* Cf. Ju. A. Javorskij, Hossie pykonucunie Haxo4ku B O6AacTH CTapHHHOl kapma- 
Topycckoi Autepatypsi XVI-XVIII sexos (Praha, 1931). —- The state of the CS MSS 
collection about the year 1918 can be found not only in the manuscript catalogue by 
Vajs (sign. of the National Museum: XVIII B 36), but also in A. I. Jacimirskij, 
“OuMcaHHe 10%KHO-CAaBAHCKUX M PyCCKMX pykKonuceli sarpaHMaHEX GubanoTeK, 
t. I: Bena - Bepaun - JApesgen - Aetmyur - Mionxen - IIpara - Aw6aana”’, 
C6opuux OPACa., tr. XCVIII (Ilerporpag, 1921), pp. 577-858. 
® Cf. J. Kurz, “O nové nalezeném emauzském charvatskohlaholském zlomku Zaltdafe’’. 
Slavia, 22 (1953) pp. 81-104, and Casopis Ndrodniho musea, 121 (1952), odd. véd 
spoleé., pp. 129-133. 
‘ A Croatian CS glagolitic MS from 1359, now in the University Library in Prague 
(sign. 23 G 67). Ed. by J. Vajs, Psalterium Palaeoslovenicum Croatico-glagoliticum 
(Pragae, 1917) (along with the Psalterium Parisiense). 
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N.B. On the cover of a fragmentary Croatian CS glagolitic breviary from the XIVth- 
XVth cent. (nr. 178) there are small rests of a Hebrew MS. 

It is clear that the definition given in the Preface is too modest and not wholly exact; 
on pag. VII (in the English summary pag. XIII) we read: “This bibliography of ancient 
Slavonic manuscripts of the Prague National Museum describes the so-called ‘ancient 
Slavonic’, i.e. Church Slavonic manuscripts and the hand-written fragments of manu- 
scripts written either in the cyrillic or glagolitic alphabet.” Its actual scope is, as we 
have just shewn, much larger and more miscellaneous.® 

The present catalogue gives a description of 170 MSS and 47 fragments; altogether 
217 numbers: 


From the XI-XIIth rer ert me gts ge SRS 1 item 

From the XII-XIiIth ML OER Pars el tar is See Se SES 1 item 

From the XIIIth NN ate ee ae ee oS EES Gy 3 items 
rrr nO een we Se 4 items 
From the XIVth ER Ca glo as Gigi gs FP Mee el sg ee 20 items 
From the XIV-XVth Dro <a a? Se ee ae ER EE a, 6 items 
From the XVth EES Agr ae tery Mig SS 1s) {RED 14 items 
From the XVIth SUC ta? Sate BS A Ga iy -4 oS 14 items 
a ne 3 items 
From the XVIIth ate forts Sori, tees ean SUES, ay 27 items 
Dees ert GY ees 1 item 

From the XVIIIth Rg ee ere ae ae ae ae ee a 30 items 
From the XIXth SES Sioa ANS CEILS. Sy ot ate) gies. 93° items’ 


This catalogue gives us, finally a key to a very important collection. We find in it 
not a mass of monotonous and colorless CS MSS; their topics and subjects are quite 
variegated, representing a whole scale from religious texts via half-popular apocryphic 
tales to purely historical subjects, secular belles lettres and even to secular songs in 
various dialects of living languages. Some examples :* 

Nr. 207: A fragment of a Sticherarion with NEUMEs from the XIth or XIIth century; 
early Russian (Novgorod) CS, a part of the Sticherarium Chiliandaricum (Novgorod 
region, XIIth century), recently edited in the Copenhagen series Monumenta Musicae 
Byzantinae.* The fragment was published by Jacimirskij, 0.c., pp. 664-667 (without 
neumes). I am preparing a new edition with photoreproductions of the whole frag- 
ment?® with Greek texts and with the proof that the fragment in question is a part of the 
Sticherarium Chiliandaricum. 

Nr. 200: A fragment of a Serbian CS Euchologion from the XIIth or XIIIth century. 

In the nr. 21 (X VII—-XVIIIth century) we find, among other things fragments of Gesta 
Romanorum, a myth about Panora-Sarmovila, daughter of Alexander the Great and 


5 It is necessary to correct a mistake of the Russian and French translators of the 
summary (pp. XI and XIV) in the terminology: they translate the Czech word staro- 
slovansky “Old Slavic” as crapocaaBauckuit and vieux-slave, although both these 
expressions are fixed terms for staroslovénsky “Old Church Slavonic”; in the French 
text is another mistake in terms: en vieux-slave ecclésiastique (‘Old Church Slavonic’) 
instead of en slavon ecclésiastique (‘“‘Church Slavonic’). 

* Among them a printed book, Miklosich’s edition of the Law of Stephan DuSan; 
see above. 

7 We correct the table from p. 520; v. note 13. 

8 Cf. also the above-mentioned MSS, e.g. the Ossetinian grammar. 

® Review in Slavia, 27 (1958) pp. 463-466. 

10 One page is reproduced in the VaSica’s catalogue, photo nr. XVI. — (The new edition 
appeared meanwhile in Slavia, 27 [1958] pp. 538-555). 
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about the live water, and selected articles from Dioptra-Zercalo (“Mirror”) with some 
Hungarian lexical elements. 

Nr. 34: J. Safatik’s" copies of Ragusan documents from the XIII-XIVth cent. 
(“diplomata Ragusana primitus descripta’’). 

Nr. 45: Copies of Old Serbian inscriptions on tombstones, vases, pictures, etc. 

Nr. 64 (XVIIIth cent.): A list of Serbian patriarchs, chronicle data about the Serbian 
Kingdom and about Serbian towns etc. 

Nr. 88: Pavel Solari¢’s Bukvar (i.e. “‘spelling-book”’) from 1810. From its 131 fol. 
only the last 7 contain the proper Bukvar, spelling-book. In the Preface are historical 
notes and a treatise about various alphabets (Hebrew, Greek, Roman, glagolitic or 
bukvica [sic!], Slavo-Serbian or cyrillic and Russian or Moscow azbuka). 

Nr. 94 (XVIIIth cent.): A Russian translation of J. A. Comenius’ Orbis pictus. 

Nr. 118 (XVIth cent.): Nomocanon SiSatovacensis. 

Nr. 144 (XVIIIth cent.): Among other articles: About the building of Constantinople 
and About the conquest of Constantinople by the Turks. 

In MS nr. 158 (XVIIIth cent.) occurs the following secular song: Pésn svétcka okrimo 
Sapie Panusku: “‘Oj, byl Sava v Nemiroku v pana na obédé, oj, éul ta ne baéyl o svoej 
tatkoj bédé... ... Senkiroctko, kuxaroéko, holduj mé ditinu, bu<de>8 isti, budes piti 
pokal ja nezhynu.” 

Obviously, the “Old Slavic” MSS collection of the Prague National Museum and 
its new catalogue are of great importance not only for CS studies, but also for studying 
other (living) Slavic languages and literatures and for Slavic comparative philology. 
Much interesting and useful information is now available not only to linguists, philo- 
logists, palaeographers and historians of literature, but also to historians, byzantolog- 
ists, biblicists and hagiographers and scholars in other branches of theology, historians 
of law, of art and of culture, folklorists and — naturally — historiographers of Slavic 
studies,'* in a few cases even to musicologists, comeniologists, etc. 

VaSica’s description is very clear and in accord with the general rules fixed recently 
by the Cabinet for Philological Documentation at the Institute of Czech Literature 
(Czechoslovak Academy of Science). Every MS is adduced by its current number 
and by its signature of the Museum Library. In the heading, VaSica informs about 
the time of origin and about the external appearance of each MS, followed by a detailed 
table of contents of the MS in the order of the folios with really abundant incipits and 
explicits. Then follow usually some notes on the history of the MS, on its marginalia 
and additamenta and sim. Finally there is a useful bibliography of studies concerning 
either the MS itself or its contents. 

The preface by Antonin Skarka (page V) recalls to the reader the old and good 
catalogue-publishing tradition of the scientific libraries of Prague. In the introduction 
(pp. VII-XIV; with a Russian, German, English, and French summary) VaSica ex- 
plains the history of the Museum collection, the history of research in this field and the 
genesis of the present catalogue. Next comes a synopsis of signatures and of current 
numbers of mentioned older works (Catalogus, Speranskij, Jacimirskij; pp. XV-XVD, 
a list of abbreviations (XVII-XVIII) and a synoptical table of the cyrillic, Croatian 
glagolitic, and Roman alphabets and of numeral values of the first two (XIX-—XX). 
— The catalogue proper extends from pp. 1-456; it is illustrated at the end by 18 photo- 
typical pictures of MSS. — Speedy inquiries are facilitated by several detailed indices: 
that of incipits (pp. 459-481), of names (483-501), of subject matter (503-517), three 


11 Nephew of P. J. Safaiik. 

48 Especially of Slavic studies in Bohemia in the first half of the XIXth century; even 
structure itself and selection of Safatik’s MSS collection are in close relations with his 
scientific work. 


296 REVIEWS AND CRITICAL SURVEYS 


digests of MSS, according to their contents, language and age’* (519-520) and a general 
table of contents (521-527). 

In the catalogue the cyrillic, Greek and azbuka alphabets remain, whilst the glagolica 
(and — of course — the German gothic) is transcribed by Roman letters; in the indices 
(including that of incipits) all alphabets are reduced to a transcription in Roman letters: 
the author wished to make it possible also to non-slavists to have ready excessive material. 

The typographic and external arrangements of the book produces an agreeable 
aesthetic effect. 

I hope that this meritorious and useful book becomes a source and starting-point 
for further and equally succesful scholarly research. 


Prague F. V. Mares 





Henrik Birnbaum, Untersuchungen zu den Zukunft. hreibungen mit 
dem Infinitiv im Altkirchenslavischen. Ein Beitrag zur historischen Verbal- 
syntax des Slavischen (= Acta Universitatis Stockholmiensis, Etudes de 
Philologie Slave, 6). 327 pp. Stockholm, Almquist & Wiksell, 1958. 


This Jnauguraldissertation treats the OCS combinations of forms of iméti, xotéti, or 
-€eti plus infinitive that express future time. The introduction makes clear the author’s 
awareness of the complexities and difficulties in investigating OCS syntax (7-15), 
summarizes all OCS means of expressing futurity (15-26), and surveys previous litera- 
ture on the subject (25-57). The core of the book is the complete OCS material itself, 
discussed example by example, with citation of the original Greek and all previous 
scholarly commentaries (58-209), and followed by an evaluation of the functions of the 
constructions (210-251). The final figures, which Birnbaum hedges about with suitable 
qualifications, are: roughly 130 instances of periphrasis with imam», 100 with xoste, and 
only about 15 with -éeng. The first construction is found to have not only temporal 
(future) and modal (duty, inevitability, possibility, ability, probability) functions, but 
also sometimes a stylistic note of emotional emphasis. Xotéti-periphrasis may show 
future and relative future (i.e. future from point of view of past), it often stresses dur- 
ativity, and it may have modal nuances (will, duty). The -¢gti combinations ordinarily 
stress ingressivity and perfectivity. 

I should like to applaud the author’s remark that a thoughtful reading of OCS texts 
themselves — without reference to the original Greek — is valuable, for “‘letzten Endes 
miissen die Ausdrucksmittel und Strukturelemente des Aksl. doch vor allem mit Hilfe 
des Aksl. selbst und aus seinem eigenen sprachlichen Zusammenhang heraus gedeutet 
und verstanden werden” (12). This does not mean that one must ignore the Greek, but 
only that it is to be interpreted with caution. Birnbaum is quite aware of the multiple 


18 In the useful digest of MSS according to their age slipped in a mistake that must be 
corrected; twelve MSS fell out: Page 520: 

left column, between line 1 and 2: add 12.-13. stol.: 200 

left column, between line 2 and 3: add 13.-14. stol.: 205, 209, 213, 214 
left column, line 11 (XVIth cent.): add 17 

left column, line 12 (XVIth cent.): add po r. 1540: 118 

right column, line 1 (XVIIIth cent.): add 123 

right column, line 8 (XIXth_ cent.): add 8 

right column, line 9 (XIXth cent.): add 122 

right column, line 14 (XIXth_ cent.): add r. 1828: 28 

right column, line 23 (XIXth cent.): add r. 1896: 30 (tisk). 
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hazards in deciding just how accurately the OCS corresponds to the “original” and of 
the necessarily subjective character of many of the evaluations the investigator must 
make. I should like to have found a stronger emphasis on another subjective element — 
the fact that a translator constantly must choose which elements are to be glossed over in 
translating and which ones preserved. Thus the 9th-century Slav presumably spoke a 
language without an explicit, grammaticalized future tense but with various means of 
presenting actions expected to take place. Greek was provided with a fairly explicit 
future as well as some other means with varying shades of modal and aspectual mean- 
ing. (Birnbaum gives a welcome excurse on the Greek forms which are to be taken into 
account, pp. 211-213.) Now, the Slavic translator had to decide for every instance of 
an explicit Greek future whether his present tense, perfective or imperfective, was 
sufficient to render the futurity, or whether it was necessary to use a construction bring- 
ing with it more or less strong modal nuances. There was always a range of choice 
within the bounds of legitimate translation. This kind of imponderable variable ex- 
cludes the possibility of our ever defining the OCS syntactical functions with the degree 
of precision we can achieve for a living language whose speakers can generate as many 
utterances as we require for analysis. 

Birnbaum has given us full statistics on the cases he treats, broken down to show 
occurrences in main and subordinate clauses, with and without negation, etc. These 
are welcome figures, but not always significant. It is interesting that the infinitives used 
with iméti and xotéti are preponderantly perfective (about 3:2), but this does not tell us 
much about the constructions themselves. Practical language-teaching very quickly 
makes one realize that perfective futures are statistically more common for the simple 
reason that in talking about the future we more often are envisioning specific, completed 
actions than continuing or repeated ones. 

The closing chapter (252-278) speculates on the origin of the OCS periphrastic 
quasi-futures. Two major possibilities are discussed: an outside impetus from the 
Greek or Romance dialects known to the Balkan Slavs, and purely Slavic conditions. 
Romance habeo-periphrasis and Greek tyw + infinitive may well account for the 
frequency of the imam-constructions, while 6¢Aw + infinitive closely parallels not only 
the OCS examples but the later developments in South Slavic as well. Other IE langu- 
ages show developments of modal expressions with verbs meaning ‘have’ or ‘will, wish’ 
into true futures. Birnbaum’s meticulous examination concludes that the iméti and 
xotéti combinations doubtless arose under both inner and outer pressures whose relative 
value we are not in a position to assess. More surprising is his demonstration, chiefly 
on the basis of the old East Slavic texts, that the -¢ti type, so meagerly attested in OCS, 
appears to be purely Slavic. 

Birnbaum has not come up with sensational conclusions that will make us revise our 
views fundamentally, but he has made clear the facts and the limits of possible inter- 
pretations. Moreover he has conscienciously assembled and ordered the entire perti- 
nent material so that any reader who may disagree with the informed, intelligent and 
well-reasoned argumentation can quickly check on his doubts or reservations by 
working through the examples for himself. This is a solid contribution to the study of 
Ocs. 


Harvard University Horace G. Lunt 


Ciro Giannelli, avec la collaboration de André Vaillant, Un lexique 
macédonien du XVIe siecle. (Textes publiés par I’ Institut d’ Etudes Slaves, 
V). Paris, 1958. 71 pp., with a plate. 


The core of this booklet (23-44 and the plate) is Giannelli’s edition of the marginal notes 








298 REVIEWS AND CRITICAL SURVEYS 


written on six pages of a Greek manuscript now in the Vatican Library. His introduction 
(7-21) traces the history of this codex, which was donated to the church of St. Peter in 
1620 by an otherwise unknown protosyncellus of Jerusalem, Sylvester. It is Giannelli’s 
conclusion, on the basis of paleography and internal evidence, that the marginal notes 
date from the early sixteenth century. 

The unknown scribe set down in Greek letters a few Macedonian sentences of prac- 
tical value for a traveller, a couple hundred isolated words, mostly with Greek glosses, 
and 28 lines comprising two or three love-songs. (He included a Turkish song as well, 
but as it has been published elsewhere, Giannelli and Vaillant do not treat it.) Thus we 
now have a sample of non-ecclesiastical Macedonian a full two centuries older than that 
contained in the famous Tetraglosson of Daniel of Moschopolis. 

There is only one overt clue to the place of origin of the notes. A sample question for 
the traveller is Ot kdja strana da pdéjdime vo Bégasko? —- How do we get to Bogasko? 
Bogasko is a village about ten miles southwest of Kastoria (Kostur), in the former area 
of the southwestern Macedonian dialect group. 

Vaillant’s exhaustive analysis of the language (45-66) completely confirms the con- 
nection of the text to this region. Despite the ambiguities inherent in the use of the 
unmodified Greek alphabet for writing Slavic voiced consonants and different series of 
sibilants, and the difficulties which inevitably arise in interpreting variant spellings for 
single words, the general phonemic system which emerges here is quite like that recorded 
in the Kastoria-Florina area during the 20th century (Mazon, Malecki). Indeed, it is 
far less different than one might have expected for a development of four centuries. The 
scribe recorded rather less evidence of the old nasal vowels than modern investigators 
have found in that area. In the text the lone example is rdnka ‘hand’ (with the plural 
rdncja < rocé); the general Macedonian a/e are otherwise normal. é regularly is re- 
presented by ja under stress and e elsewhere, with exceptions which Vaillant plausibly 
explains on the basis of a relatively recent shift of the accent (e.g. in rdncja, nddzja 
‘feet’) or, in the songs, as borrowings from the central Macedonian dialects. The stress 
is already for the most part fixed on the penult, with a few antepenultimate accents that 
fit into statable categories. 

There is little data for an analysis of the morphology, although some details of the 
verb system can be discerned. Again, there are no surprises, except perhaps the fact 
that we are now certain that on the whole the system has changed very little in four 
centuries. 

Vaillant has submitted every pertinent detail to thorough discussion, with ample 
references to previous scholarly literature, and the final indices (67-70) enable the 
reader to find at once any word he is interested in. This is the definitive edition and 
study of a text which, despite its brevity and haphazard composition, is a valuable link 
in the history of southwestern Balkan Slavic. 


Harvard University H. G. Lunt 


Ju. S. Maslov, Ouwepx 6oarapckoi rpammatuxu. Moskva, 1956. 292 
stran. 


Rada popisnych mluvnic bulharStiny byly v posledni dobé rozmnozZeny nékolika dily, 
z nichzZ kaZdé je svym zpisobem novatorské. Vedle kolektivniho dila bulharskych 
autora “Baarapcxu eaux” (L. Andrejéin, N. Kostov, K. Mirtev, E. Nikolov, St. 
Stojkov), jeZ vySlo 1955 a pfind8i pfes svij uéebnicovy raz dosti nového materidlu i 
novych poznatki, a vedle polského dila Gramatyka jezyka bulgarskiego polského 
slavisty Franciszka Stawského (Warszawa, 1954) je to kniha leningradského bulharisty 
Ju. S. Maslova, na kterou zde chceme upozornit. 
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Masloviav “‘naét’’ je originalni pfedevSim v celkovém uspofrddani latky. Po kratSim 
oddilu fonetickém (str. 16-42) ndsleduji zde vyklady mluvnické v takovém podani, Ze 
se u vétSiny slovnich druhi probiraé vidy zpisob tvofeni, flexe (pokud existuje) a 
syntakticka platnost. Podobnym zpisobem se dosud postupovalo éastéji jen piri 
popisu bulharského slovesa, Maslov zobecnil tento postup na ostatni druhy slovni, 
pokud to nenardZelo na zvla8tni potize. Spojuje tak vlastné morfologii se skladbou, 
je-li tato (tak na pf. u Miklosiche) pojimana jako mluvnické vyznamoslovi. Takto 
pojata mluvnice by si ovSem vyZadovala pfece jeSté dal8i vyklady syntaktické, v nichz 
by se probirala vétna stavba (zakladni typy vétnych konstrukci, aktudlni Clenéni atd.). 
V Maslovové knize se na tyto syntaktické otazky nedostalo patrné jen z technickych 
divodi. 

Ke kladim pomérné struénych fonetickych vykladi Maslovovy knihy potitame to, 
ze se v nich pfihlizi k stylistickym a fakultativnim variantéam, na pf. pi znélostni 
asimilaci souhlasek (str. 12-13) pri souhlaskové geminaci (str. 23), pri samohlaskové 
redukci (str. 17), aj. V nékterych jednotlivostech by bylo moZno Maslovovy fonetické 
vyklady dopliiovat i opravovat. Tak nap. pri vykladech o mékkych souhlaskach by 
mélo byt uvedeno, Ze vedle vyslovnosti typu m’a se vyskytuje dosti éasto vyslovnost 
typu mja resp. mia (hlavné u retnic). Ve vykladech o stfidani samohlasek by nemélo 
byt stfidani typu a - o (caéxa - cadram) zafazovano do kategorie, jez svym pivodem 
saha4 do doby pfedslovanské (mohlo by se to pfripouStét jen s omezenim, Ze starého 
pivodu je zde jen stfidani kvantitativni, jez se teprve na slovanské pidé zménilo v 
stfidani kvalitativni). Staré typy stfidani vypotitava podrobnéji ve své mluvnici 
Stawski (str. 26 n.). 

Vykladim o slovnich druzich by bylo Géelné predeslat obecny vyklad o morfolo- 
gickych prostiedcich, asi v takové formé, jak to Maslov s4m udélal v Glanku “O 
mMopoaormueckux cpeAcTBax coppemMeHHOro 6oarapckoro asbika” (Yuensie 3a- 
mucku AeHunrpad. yHuB.,cepua @uAoAormueckux HayK, 15 [1952] str. 155-193). 

Konfrontace bulharStiny s ruStinou, stejné jako obezifetné zkoumani Zivého jazyka 
vedla Maslova v morfologickych vykladech k riznym novym formulacim a charak- 
teristikam, které je treba ve vétSiné pripadi povazovat za vystizné. K témto potitam 
napf. vyklady o neurtitém Clenu (str. 95), o urtitych a neurtitych tvarech pridavnych 
jmen (str. 122 aj.) atd. Mnoho pouéného najde étendf Maslovovy knihy také ve vykla- 
dech o slovese. Zde by byvalo na misté pfihliZet ve vétSi mife k novéjSim pracim o 
slovanském slovese. To by bylo prospélo na pf. vykladiim o nepaérovych slovesech 
dokonavého a nedokonavého vidu (na str. 196 se ne dost zfetelné vyklada pomér 
tvaré typu nama a Hamma atd.). 

V pojeti tzv. nepfimych tvard slovesnych jako zvldStniho slovesného zpisobu 
(Hakaonuenne) jde Maslov cestou, kterou svého éasu nastoupil jiz Teodorov-Balan. Toto 
feSeni vSak ma vedle jistych vyhod také své nevyhody. Lze proti nému napf. namitat, 
ze formy “prejaté” vypovédi nelze stavét jako zvla8tni zpisob proti indikativu, protoze 
jsou také indikativni. Tato nejasnost se u Maslova projevuje i tim, Ze srovnava bul- 
harsky systém éasu s ruskym jen u indikativu (str. 169), ackoli to zhruba plati i o 
zpisobu vyjadfujicim prejatou zkuSenost (nepeckasbIBaTeAbHOe HaKAOHEHHe). 

Zajimavymi novymi vyklady i praktickym usporadanim vyznatujise i Maslovovy vykla- 
dy o predikativech (kategoriistavu), oslovech modalnich a formalnich. Ve vykladu téchto 
slovnich druhi kolisaji dosud mluvnice vSech slovanskych jazyki a v jednotlivostech 
by se mohlo o Maslovové pojeti a usporadani latky diskutovat. V kapitolce o ¢Asticich 
bylo by dobré doplnit vyklad o pripadech, kdy spojky nabyvaji platnosti prostych 
tastic. Také je tieba poopravit tvrzeni, Ze se v diivéjSich mluvnicich bulharStiny 
nevydélovaly Castice jako samostatny slovni druh: probirad je samostatné jiz L. 
Andrejéin ve své mluvniciz r. 1942 (Ocuosua 6barapcKa rpamatuKa), jez vySla 1949 v 
ruském piekladé. Maslovovo novum je, Ze probira spolu s casticemi jako samostatny 
druh slovni vyrazy modalni. 









ie 


300 REVIEWS AND CRITICAL SURVEYS 


Celkem Ize o Maslovové knize fici, Ze je to cenny prinos k védeckym popisiim 
soudobé spisovné bulharstiny. Zpfistuphuje v ruském podani zdkladni poznatky 
dosavadnich mluvnic a také je v mnohém samostatné dopliiuje, zpfeshuje i opravuje. 

Korekturni poznamka: Vedle uvedené kolektivni mluvnice péti bulharskych autori 
vySla v posledni dobé jeSté gramatika dal&i, jejimiZ autory jsou L. Andrejéin, K. Popov 
a M. Ivanov (Ctspemenen 6barapcxu es3uk; I, Sofija, 1954; II, 1957). Toto zpra- 
covani je uréeno jako uéebnice pro vyS8i pedagogické instituty a proto je obsahlejgj 
a védecky propracovanéjSi neZ mluvnice z r. 1955. 


Praha K. Hordlek 


Josef Hrabak, Uvod do teorie verse [An Introduction into the Theory of 
Verse]. Praha, Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi, 1956. 186 pp. 


In recent years, a revival of interest in versification has been manifest in Czechoslovakia. 
The first book to result from it is An Introduction into the Theory of Verse by Professor 
Josef Hrabak, a former member of the Circle Linguistique de Prague, at the present 
time Professor of Older Czech Literature at the Masaryk University in Brno. The book 
is divided into 3 parts: 1. General principles and terms (verse and prose, rhythm and 
metre, metre and the linguistic material, metrical constants and tendencies, foot, verse, 
caesura, speech-verse and song-verse, statistical analysis of verse, historical metrics, 
comparative metrics etc.); 2. Systems of versification (syllabotonic verse etc., free 
verse, traditional measures); 3. Composition of higher rhythmical units (rhyme, internal 
harmony, stanza-forms). 

Prof. Hrabak shares the methodological axioms of modern phonemic research: a) 
His point of view is neither that of a phonetic description (cp. the German ‘“‘Ohren- 
philologie’’), nor a subjective “evaluation” of vague acoustic impressions. “It is 
therefore necessary to limit our analysis of verse to the relevant features which are not 
affected by the different ways of reading ... i.e. to concentrate upon those elements 
which constitute the common basis of all the different ways of reading, and to consider 
phonemic elements instead of a ‘sequence of sounds’”’ (67). b) The constituents of verse 
are treated not as isolated phenomena but as interrelated aspects of a complex whole, 
relevant chiefly through their function. - These are the methodological tenets of the 
Prague school of linguistics and of the corresponding tendencies in the theory of 
literature which withstood the test of later developments. Prof. Hrabak was the first 
to summarize the results of abundant research-work in versification by R. Jakobson, 
J. Mukayovsky, K. Hordlek and himself into a condensed manual of prosody for 


1 Besides the book under review, the following articles or mimeographed university 
textbooks may be mentioned: J. Mukafovsky, ““Dobrovského ‘Ceska prosodie’ a 
prosodické boje ji podnicené”, Ceskd literatura, I (1954), pp. 1-29; K. Hordlek, 
“Vers Celakovského piekladi a ohlasi ruskych pisni’, Casopis CSI, 1 (1956), pp. 
365-402; “‘Potatky novoteského verse”, Acta Univ. Carol. — Philologica, IV (Praha, 
1956); Prehled vyvoje éeského a slovenského verse (Praha, 1957) (mim.), 64 pp.; M. 
BakoS, “Prozodicky spor bernolakovcov s Bajzom”’, Slovenskd literatura, TV (1957), 
pp. 159-172; “Vers JonaSa Zaborského a rytmické hodnotenie slovenského basnictva”’, 
Slovenskd literatura, IV (1957), pp. 358-387; B. Trnka, Uvod do anglické prosodie 
(Praha, 1955) (mim.), 112 pp.; J. Levy, “Slovo a mluvni takt v anglickém veri’, 
Sbornik VSP, Jazyk a literatura, TV (1957), pp. 55-80; Fr. Novotny, Reckd a timskd 
metrika (Praha, 1955) (mim.), 132 pp.; J. Novakova, ““K otazce éeského hexametru”, 
Sbornik VSP, Jazyk a literatura, IV (1957), pp. 81-92. 
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university students and teachers. Here and there, An Introduction into the Theory of 
Verse does more than it promises and incorporates results of independent research. 
Only those of the new issues will be mentioned here which are of a general interest. 

1. Prof. Hrabadk established the hierarchy of the two principles of Czech syllabotonic 
rhythm: “In traditional Czech verse, the number of syllables in a line is the metrical 
constant, the main metrical tendencies being the absence of stressed syllables in the 
thesis and the presence of stressed syllables in the arsis” (70). Greater relevance of the 
syllabic principle is considered to be characteristic of both the New Czech verse, Old 
Czech verse and folklore poetry. We may add that it is also the distinctive feature of 
Czech rhythm, when compared with the English or German types of syllabotonic 
verse, where the accentual principle predominates. 

2. The dependence of what is felt to be the neutral type of rhythm on the phonemic 
system of the given language is established with greater precision in An Introduction 
into the Theory of Verse than elsewhere: “‘In Czech, the normal (neutral) type of verse 
is trochee and descending rhythm in general, whereas in Slavonic languages with 
movable word-stress, the normal type of rhythm is the ascending one”’ (71). One 
should expect that the neutral type of rhythm would be dependent on whether the 
majority of words in the given language are of an ascending or of a descending character 
(since this constitutes the average rhythmical background of the language). But Prof. 
Hrabak is right and his rule may be valid for at least some of the non-Slavonic languages 
too. Iamb e.g. is the normal type of verse in English - a language with movable stress 
and a majority of descending words (20% descending, 9% ascending, 71% neutral); 
the reason of this fact is that the actual rhytmical unit of English verse is the stress-group 
and most stress-groups are ascending in English. 

3. Since the beginning of the 19th century, the unsuitability of quantitative verse for 
the Czech language has been proved by arguments which are summarized by Hrabak: 
“1. The alternating sequence of long and short syllables could hardly serve as a principle 
of versification since there are comparatively few naturally long syllables and the so 
called length ‘by position’ ... has no real existence in the Czech language . y 2 
Emphasis on long syllables would result in an affected way of reading” (33). These are 
probably not the only reasons. In Czech, the relative frequency of long syllables and 
that of stressed syllables do not differ so widely (they amount to about }4 of the total 
number of syllables in both cases) and therefore the scarcity of long syllables could 
hardly be a relevant obstacle. A qualitative predominance of a syllable over the 
neighbouring ones (stress), however, can better serve as basis of rhythm than a quanti- 
tative difference (length unaccompanied by a change in intonation, e.g.); even Czech 
prose tends to a regular rhythmical arrangement of stressed syllables (cp. the secondary 
stress on odd syllables), whereas there is no immanent rhythmical attitude in the 
language in relation to long and short syllables. 

4. After a ten years’ silence about the statistical approach to verse, Prof. Hrabak 
was the first to revive this method, which at several occasions had proved to be a very 
sensitive and reliable means of analysis. He has a valuable general suggestion to add 
to Jakobson’s rule of dissimilation of succeeding ictuses and to his observations of 
the rhythm of Czech and Russian: “Comparative Slavic metrics has shown that in 
Slavonic versifications based on word-phonemics [i.e. on stress or quantity, not on the 
syllabic extent or intonation contours of syntactical segments], the number of full 
stresses in the single arses is not constant but forms a sort of sinuous graph. These 
sinuous graphs are of two types: the progressive type of dissimilation is characteristic 
of ... languages where stress is — or tends to be — on the first syllable of a word (e.g. 
in Czech four-beat trochee, a maximum frequency of stresses is on the Ist and Sth 
syllables, the maxima on the 3rd and 7th syllables being lower), the regressive type of 
dissimilation is current in all the other Slavonic languages (in typical four-beat trochee, 
a maximum frequency of stresses is on the 3rd and 7th syllables, only lower maxima 
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on the Ist and Sth syllables)” (60). Compare the statistics of stressed syllables (61) in 
the Czech poem Vrba by K. J. Erben. 


Ist 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th 7th 8th _ syllable 


% of stressed 
syllables 86 14 46 4 83 5 55 0 


with those of Utoplennik by A. S. PuSkin 
43 0 83 0 53 0 100 0 


This statistical phenomenon ought to be explained in terms of the actual rhythmical 
movement of verse. If we may venture a suggestion, it is the result of a tendency 
towards dipodic structure, which has been detected by various prosodists in most types 
of accentual and quantitative types of verse. In Czech, the most frequent type of dipody 
is a long word stressed on the first syllable (ke snidani) or a stress-group consisting of 
one initially-stressed word and one or several enclitics (tdZe se): 


Rano seda | ke snidani, 
taze se své | mladé pani. 
(K. J. Erben: Vrba) 


In Russian, where ascending words and stress-groups predominate, the tendency 
towards ascending dipodies is evident both in statistics and in actual verses: 


Sud najedet, | otvetaj-ka 
S nim ja wvek | ne razberus’. 
(A. S. PuSkin: Utoplennik) 


In poems of a strongly dipodic character, there takes place a subjective coalescence 
of two independent “feet” (dipodic metrical impulse) into a dipody of an ascending 
or descending character, according to which type prevails in the language (rdno | seda 
> réno sed4; s nim ja | vvek > s nim ja vwek). — This is one example only of the dis- 
regarded possibilities hidden in the statistical data gathered by Prof. Hrabak and his 
predecessors. 

New observations or more precise wordings of known principles are interspersed 
throughout the book: e.g. the analysis of the relation between the metrical scheme 
and the division of line into stress-groups (70 et passim), a few sensitive observations 
on the complex relations of rhyme to rhythm (123 sq.), the contrasting of verse-systems 
based on word-phonemics with those based on sentence-phonemics (32), the astute 
recognition of the specific nature of internal harmony (44) etc. There are of course a 
few points where a more thoroughgoing analysis or even restatements would be 
desirable, especially the issues on the relation of verse-form to contents, on the question 
of historical metrics, or some of the appreciations of previous prosodic research (the 
practical aims of the book and conditions under which it was written are responsible 
for some of them). But even where the book does not present definite solutions of 
problems, it is inspiring through its modern approach and insight into the complex 
problems of verse. As textbook, it has the advantage of a systematical arrangement, 
lucid expression and numerous bibliographical suggestions. 


Olomouc Jiti Levy 
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Otakar Zich, Lidovd pfislovi s logického hlediska [Folk Proverbs from the 
Logical Viewpoint]. Praha, Csl. Akademie Véd, 1956. 178 pp. 


Prof. Zich’s engaging book presents an original scholarly endeavor both in folklore and 
logic, i.e. an analysis of the logical structure of the folk proverbs and sayings. Using a 
yast material collected in the early 19th century by F. L. Celakovsky, prof. Zich skil- 
fully translates the Czech proverbs and sayings into the language of the classical and 
modern logical formulas. Proverbs and sayings are an old, tested, abbreviated record 
of human experience and the investigation of their logical means disloses, on the one 
hand, the way in which folk philosophy identifies, classifies and relates phenomena of 
empirical reality, and on the other hand, it reveals the processes of abstract thinking in 
the people’s mind. 

The author begins with the concept itself. He demonstrates how the proverbs and 
sayings manifest an incessant effort on the part of the people to outline the precise 
content of a concept, to delimit its extension and to test its efficacy and endurance under 
different conditions: there are clusters of proverbs where the same concept is integrated 
into most various concrete situations which bring into relief its semantic multiformity 
(for instance, the significance of an admonition is determined by the right or wrong time 
when offered, given or received, by the kind or the number of advisors, its need, neces- 
sity, understanding, etc... .). Prof Zich investigates the proverbs which include such 
concepts whose contents overlap (“‘Many idlers, many sinners”), or such ones which, 
seemingly homogeneous, are ultimately divergent (“‘Although we are brothers, our 
pockets [fem. in Czech] are not sisters”), or which, referring to a whole, imply the 
diversity of its members (“‘One hand has five fingers, all different’). 

Next, the function of logical qualifiers and quantifiers is discussed with respect to the 
proverbial proposition. The essential signs designate properties stable within a larger 
extent of the concept (“Beat the snake, it will not become an eel”’), but since they are 
inherent, these properties may be hidden and therefore less indicative than the accident- 
al ones (“Quiet water undermines the shores’’). In proverbs and sayings attention is 
drawn to a discrepancy or a conflict between the more and the less essential signs 
(“Also a black hen lays white eggs”), to the danger of unsufficient differentiation be- 
tween them which may lead to false analogies (“A buck may have a beard but is not a 
sage”) and unjustified mechanical conclusions (“‘Not everything is gold that shines’). 
On the other hand, from a seemingly minor index one may infer to the whole (‘A bird 
is recognized by its feather’’). 

To indicate the logical quantity, the folk philosophy and the linguistic ressources of 
the people go far beyond the classical quantifying terms of Some and All. In proverbs 
and sayings such expressions are used as “A few, many, hardly any, most” (“‘After a 
rainy day there usually comes a sunny one”’) etc. . . ., one member may be singled out 
of many (‘‘One tree does not make a forest’) or excluded from a group (‘‘Everything 
has an end but the envy’’), and more intricate relations are defined by the quantification 
of the same subject twice in a different way (“‘An early sowing fails often, the late one 
fails always’’). 

In the proverbial statements there can be found all the forms of the classical cate- 
gorical propositions. More often, however, the proverbs and sayings tend to indicate a 
possibility, probability or necessity. Particularly important in this regard are the im- 
plicative forms stating that something is conditionned by something else, e.g., if A then 
B, if B then C, and therefore if A then C. They are used to hint to the true meaning 
behind a deceiving surface (‘A merchant when praising is cheating’’) or to a complete 
semantic reversal within the content of a traditionally stable concept (“If my brother 
steals a lamb from me, he is a wolf to me, if a wolf brings a lamb to me, he is my 
brother”). If the qualities assigned to the subject bear consequences in the future there 
arises a close relation between the categorical and the hypothetical proposition so that 
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they may be easily transcribed one into another (““Young idlers, old beggars’). When 
a general proposition is specified as to the degree of qualifications (expressed linguistic- 
ally by couples: as... as, the . . . the, what kind . . . that kind, etc.), the contents of 
both concepts acquire a dynamic, mutually dependent character (“The higher the tree, 
the nearer the thunder’’). 

The few examples only illustrate the problems and methods involved in a formal 
analysis of proverbs from a logical standpoint. A thorough examination of the material 
leads the author to the conclusion that all the basic logical formulas, especially those 
which modern logics is about to codify, preexist in folklore and find in proverbs and 
sayings a clear-cut expression. A by-product of prof Zich’s ingenious study is an in- 
sight into the poetical structure of proverbs imagery. 


Harvard University Svatava Pirkova Jakobson 


I. P. Eremin and D. C. Lixaéev, XudoZestvennaja proza Kievskoj Rusi 
XI-XIII vekov. Moskva, 1957. 370 pp. 


An anthology of Old Russian literary monuments translated into Modern Russian and 
commented by two outstanding experts in medieval Russian literature — Lixaéev and 
Eremin — is an important event. For those who are interested in Old Russian artistic 
and cultural values without being familiar with Old Russian literary language a good 
and reliable translation of the prominent works of this literature is indispensable, be 
cause nothing is more misleading than reading Russian texts of the early Middle Ages 
through the prism of Modern Russian. Despite many seeming similarities there are 
considerable, often amazing differences in the grammatical and lexical meanings, in the 
use of verbal and nominal categories, in the word order and other syntactic devices, and 
in the stylistic means of Old and Modern Russian. Consequently a good reliable trans- 
lation is much more useful for the layman than the original text exposed to misinter- 
pretations. Furthermore such masterful translations as those offered in this book are 
relevant for specialists since they give a new and often novel attempt of hermeneutics. 

Lixaéev’s introductory article astutely emphasizes that the Old Russian writer 
“failed to picture man’s habitual environment not because of his inability to picture it 
but because such a picture would contradict his artistic method and especially his view 
of what had to be primarily described. ... To understand the peculiarities of Old 
Russia’s artistic method is to understand the literature of Old Russia in it permanent 
esthetic values. The artistic method itself is intimately linked with those artistic tasks 
which the writer posed to himself and with those values which the reader of his time 
sought in literary works.” 

The strength of Lixatev’s treatment is his comparative synthetic view and a remark- 
able mastery of Old Russian verbal and figurative art and their cultural background. 
According to this approach, each work of Old Russian literature or painting “‘elabor- 
ates its subject under the sign of eternity, in the most generalized forms, and in taking 
an event as a kind of heraldic sign it omits any superfiuous details”. This gives the 
works of Old Russian literature and painting, even the lesser ones, a “striking monumen- 
tality, a distinct completion of imagery, a rhythmic arrangement of narration”. 

The reader, grateful for the concise information of both scholars about the texts in- 
cluded in the anthology, would appreciate more indications as to the specific artistic 
properties of the diverse works, in particular some information on the substantial 
difference between the esthetic trends of the eleventh and early twelfth centuries on 
the one hand and the later period on the other. Perhaps also some hints to the inter- 
national connections of the literary life of Kievan Rus’ would be instructive both for 
Russian and for other Slavic or non-Slavic readers of this valuable publication, even 
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more so since both its editors have thoroughly mastered this complex of problems. All 
the works presented in the book are of highest interest and the selection of variants is 
impeccable. Of course one might express the wish for the inclusion of some missing 
masterpieces of Old Kievan literature — the Boris and Gleb legends, the Life of Feodosij 
Peterskij, some eulogies and finally the Slovo about Lazarus in Hell so singular and yet 
so close to the Igor’ Tale. 


R. J. 


3A MW MIPOTMB BUKTOPA DIKAOBCKOTO 


Kpacnopewmsoe saraaBue kHurM 3a uw mpoTus (Mocxsa, Cosercxuii mucatean, 
1957, 260 crp.) 3sammcTBoBaHO aBTOpoM u3 orAaBAacHHa Bpatbes Kapama- 
30BEIX. Tomuky 4aH OObACHMTEABHBIM NOA3ZaroAcBoOK : “SametKu O JlocToescKom.” 
Pa6ota MOAHa MeTKMX, OCTPOyMHEIX, NOpoio HEOKMAaHHbIX yKa3aHUii, comocta- 
BACHHM, JOragqOK HM HaxOJOK, pa3sHOCTOpoHHe oOoraljalomuMx AMTepaTypHy1O 
6uorpaduio Jocroesckoro B TeCcHOi CBaA3M C BONpOCcaMM ero MOSTUKH. 

XyaoxectBeHHoe MactepcTso JlocroeBckoro NOCAe AHME FO ABI 2KMBO IIPHBACKaeT 
BHUMaHMe HM pyCCKMX HM 3allaqHBIx uccAeAOBareaeit. Hasopem, AAa mpuMepa, 
HeZaBHMe AIOOONBITHBIC STIOALI AaMepHKaHCKHX yyeHbIx: G. Gibian, “Traditional 
Symbolism in Crime and Punishment”, PMLA, LXX (1955), crp. 979-996; on xe, 
“Dostoevskij’s Use of Russian Folklore”, Journal of American Folklore, LXIX (1956), 
crp. 239-253; R. E. Matlaw, The Brothers Karamazov: Novelistic Technique (Taara, 
Mouton & Co., 1957); on xe, “Recurrent Imagery in Dostoevskij”, Harvard Slavic 
Studies, 111 (Taara, Mouton & Co., 1957), crp. 201-225; on xe, “Structure and 
Integration in Notes from the Underground”, PMLA, LXXIII (1958), crp. 101-109; 
R. Poggioli, ‘““Dostoevskij, or Reality and Myth”, The Phoenix and the Spider, (Kem6- 
puax, Macc., Harvard University Press, 1957), crp. 16-32. Pa6oram Haj nosTHKoit 
Ajocroesckoro yAcAcHO 3HadHTeAbH OC BHAMAHHe B OObemucTOM O630pe V. Seduro, 
Dostoyevski in Russian Literary Criticism 1846-1956 (Htw-Nopr, Columbia University 
Press, 1957), 412 crp., moAe3HOM HeECMOTpA Ha AOCaAHbIe Mponycku uw ylywweHuA: 
MOY YeAMKOM BbIaAa M3 ABTOPCKOTO Kpyrosopa HeMaAOBaxKHad pyCcKad 3apy- 
6exHasa AuTepatypa 110 JjocToeBcKoOMy, a 3 COBETCKMX MCCA AOBaHHii Cro NOSTHKH 
4axke He yOMAHYT 3aMeyaTeAbHbIt Tpy J B. B. Banorpajoza 0 puropwueckux dopmMax 
B Juesuuxe nucateaa: O xy Z0xKecTBeEHHO mpose (Aenunrpag, 1930). OqHok 
M3 TAaBHBIX 3aCAyr HbIO-HopKcKoro O630pa ObIAO O3HAKOMACHHE 3allaAHOrO 4YMTa- 
T€AA C OCHOBONOAOXKHOM M IPHTOM OCHOBaTeAbHO 3a6bITOK MoHOrpaduelt M. M. 
Baxtuna, IIpo6aems1 TBopuectBa JocroescxKoro (Aeuunrpag, 1929). O6 
STOM OMBIT€e HM HEKOTOPbIX APyrMX MbITAMBEIX Pa3bICKaHHAX ABaAWaTIX TOAOB 
HaNoMHMAa 4 KHura I[IkaosBckoro. 

B HOoBOM O4EpKe yBACKalOT IIPHBLIGHO 3OpKHe HaOAIOACHMA ABTOpa Had POABIO 
IIpeeMCTBeHHOCTH B TBOpUecTBe JJOCTOeBCKOrO, Had XyAO%KCCTBCHHBIMM TIOBTO- 
peHusamMu B MX pasHOOOpasHEIX yHKYMAX, ,,O0BTOPHEIMM cooOmjeHuaMM”’ B 
mpegeaax OAHOro npousBeseHua, Hamp. Sanucok uz Meptsoro 4oma, uAu 
2%Ke NOBTOpeHueM MpolizeHHOrO, B YaCTHOCTH NepeneBamH u3 be gunx Awszei B 
Yuuxenuux wu ockop6acnunix uw uz Beanrx nouwet B Sanuckax u3 
MOANOABA. ,,Ha caMoM JeA€ HMATO HE NMOBTOPAeCTCA: MpOMCXOAMAM, KaK UM 
Bcerfa B MCKYCCTBe, BOSBpaljcHuA JAA HOBOTO XyJOX%KeCTBeHHOTO Mo3sHaHuA”’ 
(108). Eme noxasateabHeii B 9TOM OTHOUIEHUM ,,OBTOPeHHA-YuTaTEI” — apKue 
o6pasynr nepexawvaxu Jlocroescxoro c Toroaem, Jjocroescxoro u Toacroro c 
Tepoem uawmero spemeuu. VMccaegosateab OOHapyxXHA 3HaMeHATeCABHYIO 
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cBa3b AaHAWadgta IIpecrynaenua uM Haka3saHua C Megubim BCagHMKoM. 

Macrepcxu cxsauena IIIkaosckuM AuTepaTypHad AMHAMMKa BOABHBIX YJMTAT, 
Halip. cBoeo6pa3sHoe MpeAoMAeHMe ACpMOHTOBCKOrO Mackapada 4H ero repos, 
KoToporo Jjocroesckuli ,,BCIOMMHaeT 4aCTO M HETOYHO BCIO CBOIO KM3Hb” (157), 
TIpeqgucaosue k JjHeBHUKY NMCaTeAA Ha¥MHaeTcA CCbIAKOM Ha OOpawenue 
camoy6uiiynr Beprepa x boabmioi Megseguye u Ha ero ComocTaBAeHHe 3Be34HOIK 
WIMpM MMpo3s4aHua C AMUHOM yuacTbIo. O6pas0m Bboabuioi Me,pegnys o6pam- 
AeHa kHura [[[kaoscxoro. Ou Haaunaet c yutTathl u3 JlocroescKoro, BYMTaBUIero 
co6cTBeHHy10 CHMBOAMKy B lIpoilaAbHbie CTpoku Beptepa, a KOH4aeT KHHTY B CBO 
owepeszb co6cTseHHOK cBobo,HOM nepegaueli u TpakToBKOi moTuBa boabuioi 
Me,peauysl B Tparmueckom aroree noamb! Maaxoscxoro II po sro. IIpegucaosue 
Ajocroesckoro Kak 6b mpegBocxmaeT 3Be34HbI AeciirmMoTHB Maaxkoscxoro, 
BCIIAbIBalOIUM yxKe B paHHux cTuxax (Ilocaymaite), 3arems Hauiem Mapure 
c ero mpampm o6pamenueom (,,0%, Boabuiaa Meazseguya, Tpe6yii, 4106 Ha He6o 
Hac B3aAM 2xKHBBeM!”’), Aupwueckne mosmMbI Maskosckoro TeECHO CO¥eETAIOT 3BE34- 
HbId O6pas c ru6eabio nosta. B sakaiouMTeAbHbIx CTpokax O6aAaka ,,BCeAecHHaa 
CIMT, MOAOKMB Ha Aally C KAeIJaMM 3Be34 OrpoMHoe yxo”’. B anuaore Yeaosexka 
»»3B34¢ Kakoli”’ AeXKMT B BEKaX IlyTb NOpBaBLIErO C 3EMAEIO T109Ta, MEK Ay TEM Kak 
»3ATAHYA M TAHET MMP: CO CBATBIMM yIOKOM”’, H aTa TeMa peKBMeMa Mepekouyer 
B SIIMAOrM COWMaAbHBIX 109M Maaxoscxoro - 150.000.000, B. UW. Aeunu, 
Xopouio. B nosme IIpo sto nytesogHaa 3Be34a Ha3sBaHa: OTBe4ad Ha Ka3Hb 
MeABeAA-T109TAa, ,,3aTpyOaazypuaa boabuiaa Meazpeauya”’ B Aad HeycTaHHO Aupu- 
ke Bceii ,,HeOecHoi 3Be3qu’’ (,,boAbuIaa, HeCcTM M0 BeKaM-ApapaTaM’”’), HM CaM 
PacTepsaHHbiit CBHHIJOM MOST ,,MeABeAbHHCKMM OpaTOM ropAaHMT CTHXM MMpo- 
34aHH10 B ulym’’. Ta xe KOHYOBKa NOBTOpeHa B MpowaAbHO AupuKe Masxos- 
cxoro: ,,How o6aoxmaa He6o sBe3qgHOH JzaHbIO. B Takue BOT 4aCbI BCTaellIb U 
TOBOpHllb BEKaM, MCTOPHM 4M MMPO34aHH10”’. 

Tlosma II po sto, koropy1o CaM aBTOp C4MTA€A ,,BellbIO HAaMOOABUIeH M HaMAy4- 
mek o6pa6orku’’, 6blAa CaMbIM AMTepaTyPHbIM, CaMbIM IJMTaTHBIM M3 BCeX Cro 
TBopeHuit. Tlomumo sKAioveHua crapumx Bemeit Masxoscxoro - Yeaosexa, 
O6aaxa, Muctepun 6y> - HenocpegctBeHHO B TeMaTHKy HOBO MODMbI, 
TaM »%e HaxogaT ce6e MecTo napaaaeau u3 Guorpaduit Ilyumuna u Aepmontosa, 
Naposuitnaa ccbiaka Ha HeaaanHyw pagocts Baoxka, nos”paxaHue ybiraH- 
CKOMY POMAaHCy, OTTOAOCKM €BaHTeAbCKMX MOTHBOB, O6pa3bI OcTpoBa MeEPpTBBIX 
Bexauna, 4 Jake 3arAaBua YacTeli MOsMbI BTOpaT — Neppoe Bandage Pegunr- 
ckoH TIOpbMbI Yaiinbsa, a BTopoe roroaescxo Hoan nepeg PoxazectsBom. 
Tlomsicabl repos, TOMMMOTO AIOOOBbIO HM PeBHOCTbIO, O CaMoyOuiicTBe u ero daH- 
Tactwueckui nmoaet B Ilerep6ypr u o6patHo nepeObpouiensi uz 3a6aBHoro rpo- 
Tecka 0 NoxoxgeHHaAx Ky3sHeya BaxyaAbl B TparM4ecky!o MOBECTh O CTpacTax 
Masxkosckoro Bo BTopoli, YeHTpaAbHOt YaCTH ero MHTMMHeliel MOSMBI. 

Ilkaosckuit OcTaHaBAMBaeTCA Ha ,,BOsBpayeHuax” PackOAbHMKOBa B KBapTHpy 
yOuTol, kak ,,04HOM M3 CaMbIX 9MOIMOHAABHO HallOAHEHHBIX IIPHMepoB MOBTOp- 
HOFO pa3srAsAbIBaHMA”’ B MMpoOBO AMTepaTtype. IlopropHo c6amxaa nosmy II po 
STO, TOUHEM — ee BTOPyl0 4aCTb, Cc TemaTuKOM JjocroeBCcKOrO, OH YWMTUpyeT 3a- 
xBaTbIBalowjee CpaBHeHue Maaxoscxoro: 1135 ,,Bor tax, y6us, PackoAbHukos 
IIPHUIeA 3BeHETE B 3BOHOK.” Ha nepsbiii BsrAd gy KaxKeTCA, YTO MOST CPaBHMBaeT He 
ce6a c PackoAbHMKOBbIM, a TOABKO ,,CcBOM BOSBpameHHaA K AZOMy A1lOumoili c 
BOSBpalyeHuamMu repos Jjocroescxoro”. Mexay TeM, BeCb KOHT€KCT MOAOH 
pemunucyenyuit uz IIpecrynaenua uw Haka3saHua. SaroAoBOK OTpbIBKa — 
»»Z\eBaTbca HeKy Za” — oTBeuaeT CAOBaM Mapmeaaona — ,,HekyJa Goabule nAzTH’’, 
KOTOpbie BO3BpalialoTca Ha yM PackOAbHMKOBy, KOrZa MM OBAaJeBaeT MBICAb 06 
y6utictse (I/IV). Touree rosopa, c pemmHucyeHynei us Tapagz, Mapmeaasosa u 
PacKOAbHMKOBa CAMBaeTCA HaBASIMBEIM MOTMB O6AaKa B UITaHax —,,eMy y2xKe 
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mexyAa Acteca”’. 3a HasBaHHSIM 3aroAoBKOM caAegyioT cruxu - 1093 ,,Tax c 
TONOPOM BAc3al0T B COH, OOMepaT cnialyeaobnIx, M Cpa3sy MC4e3aeT BCC, M BUAMIIb 
TOABKO O6yx”. A B poMaHe MMCHHO B BbIlli¢yKa3aHHy NoOpy ,,cTpauiHbiit cou 
mpucHmaca PackoAbHMKoBy”’, COH C AOMMHMPYIOIJMM BEIKPHKOM — ,, lonopom ee, 
aero. [loxonunts c Hel pasom...” M C BOCKAMIJaHMeM MIpocHyBuleroca repos: 
»Heyxean 2 4 B CaMOM 4eAe BOSbMy TONOp, craHy 6uTb 10 roAoBe, pasMosxy ett 
gepen...” (I/V). Tema paspepramaetca: ,,4eA0 HagO CaAecAaTb ToNOpom. .” 
(I/VI). ,,O samy Tonop cosceM, . . . OlycTHA Ha roaoBy O6yxom .. . TyT oH 430 
Bceli CHABI yAapHA pa3 u Apyroii, sce o6byxom...”’ (I/VII) B nosme nenocpe,- 
CTBCHHO CAcayeT BTopott con: 1098 ,, Tax 6apa6aHeI yay B COH BOtiazyT, uM Cpasy 
BCIIOMHHTCA, YTO BOT TOCKa HM YTOA BOH, 3a HAM OHa - BHHOBHUYAa.” B 6peqosom 
cue PackoAbHukosBa, NOBTOpsioysem yOulicTBO, ,,cCTpaHHbIM MOKa3aA0cb eMy, 4TO 
OH He NIOMHHT, KaK MOF OH OYYTHTECA Ha yAnye... Ksaprupa orsopena HacTexb 
Ha ACCTHMIy; OH NOAyMaA uM BOUKA... B yray, MexKAY MAaACHBKMM UIKadom Hu 
OKHOM, OH pasraageA Kak 6yATO BucaIMi Ha CTreHe caaon . .. OcTopoxKHO OTBEA 
OH PyKOW CaAOl M yBHAaA, 4TO TYT CTOMT CTYA, a Ha CTYAC B yrOAKy CHAMT CTapy- 
WOHKa, BCA CKPIOUMBIIMCh M HAKAOHMB FOAOBY, TaK 4TO OH HHKaK He MOF pasras- 
AeTb Ava, HO 9TO Gb1Aa Ona” (III/VI1). B wepHoser pegzakyuax M09MbI 3a BTOPbIM 
CHOM HeIIOcpeACTBeCHHO CAC AOBaA MOTMB yOuiicTBa: ,,... AOMa€T PyKH, AOMAET UM 
MAa4ET, 3ATMXAA, a CCAM 9TO HaBek . . . YOuBurmit A1oOosb, He ycneBuIMii M BIAESTH, 
a psych...” Takum o6pa30m nepBoHayaAbHO CpaBHeHHe C paCKOAbHHMKOBCKHMM 
KOAOKOABYHKOM TOAy4aA0 NOAPOGHYy!O MOTMBUPOBKy, AalOlllyi0 KAY HM K Gaanag- 
HOM TIOpbMe B 3arAaBMM M CTMxax MepBo wacTH, Tak Kak PeguurcKuit ysHuK 
»Ty yOua, Koro Aw6nA OH, M BOT 3a TO ympeT.” Dopmyaa ,,caM Ka3HUTCA’”’, 
nmpossywaBulad B cTuxax Botinsl M MMPa, CTAaHOBMTCA ACHTMOTMBOM T09MBI 
IIpo sto. Ussecren au kpyr areHua Maskosckoro B ero AOOpOBOABHOM 3aTO- 
Y¥eHHM B MecaybI paboTsI Had mosMoi? Bo scakom cAyyae B Heli CBexKa MaMATb O 
IIpectynaeHuu uw Haka3aHMH, BKAIOUad ,,HeNpuMATHEI cAyaait’’ Packoab- 
HMKOBa C Ky¥epoM, cBa3aBUIM TAABKy ,,boAb 6b1Aa”’ B OoaMe Maskosckoro co 
CTpokaMu O Ky¥epcKHx MAeTAx, KOTOpHIe cTreraau Esrenua B Meguom sBcaa- 
HMKe. 

Han6oaee mpuctraabHo usyyens Buxtopom [IIkaoscKuM XM3Hb M TBOPYeCTBO 
IMCaTeAA 10 BOSBpaljeHHM Cc KaTOpru — nepwog, pasHoobpasHEx SanucoK u 
Samertox. Hoso u y6equTeabHO NOKa3aHa M MCTOAKOBaHa MOHTa2KHad TEXHMKa 
Sanucox us Meprtsoro oma, Hanp. paccka3 0 cygb6e MHMMoro Mpectym- 
HMKa, Je ABECTM CTpaHHl] HAPOUMTO OTACAMIOT AOKYMCHTAAbHOe OpoBepxKeHue 
OT MepBOHayaAbHOTO HacTOsHUA Ha aKte oTYeyOuiicrsa. [Tloaemuxa Ucxpsi c 
BpemMeHemM CAyXHT MCCACAOBaTEAIO APKMM HOHOM JAA XapakKTepucTUKH Ganu- 
COK 43 NOANOAbA. Duus04 c HallewaTaHHbIMM B XypHaae Bpema 1863 rogza 
cruxamu ©. Bepra ,,M3-3a Mopa NTHYbI MpHAeTaan .. .’’, CO BCHYCCKMMM Mapo- 
AMAMM Ha 9THX CaMbIx GeproBCcKHX THY MC HACMCIIAMBBIM MIpOsBHIleM , ,CTpHxKH’”’, 
HaBasaHHbiM /JOcTOeBCKOMy MM €fO COTPyAJHMKaM, moggaeTcaA AaAbHeliuiemy 
yrounenmo. Cruxorsopenue Bepra 6nia0 He TOABKO MepepaborKoi ObIAMHEI O 
IITHYax, HO M MOACMHYCCKHM OTBETOM Ha CTapuly1o Napadpasy sto ObiauHBI — 
cyMapokosckuii Xop kK mpespaTHomy cBerty (1763), BeposTHo, B cBAa3M C ETO 
CTOAeTHHM 106mAcemM. OrkasaBuIMch oT cBOOOAHBIX PHTMMUCCKMX BapHayui 
Xopa u ero MoabKAopHoro mpotoruna, Bepr spec cBowx NTH B CTporme paMku 
peryAspHoro nmatTuctomHoro xopes. Torga kak y Cymapoxosa ,,lIpMaeTeaa Ha 
6eper cuHuya” Aaa M3s06AMGeHHA MECTHBIX NOpAAKOB M AAA XBAABI 3AMOPCKOMY 
YKAaay, CTO AeT CIIycTa ,,cCMMpHBbIe MITMYbI” we MIyT HM4YeErO, KpoMe 3aTHIIbA 
»B TyMaHax HeIIpOrAs4HbIX’’, 1 B TOM Xe BpeMeH4H, B TOM Ke ody, YTO M CTMXH 
© NpucmMupesuIMx TMYax, NoABAMIOTCA SMMHME 3aMETKM O ACTHHMX BIle- 
WaTACHHMAX C CyPOBLIM NPHTOBOpOM 3aMOPCKMM NopaAKaM M HpaBaM. 
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3a 3MMHMMH 3aMeTKaMH MocAcAoBaAM B Dnoxe, npuuieguied Ha cMeHy 
Bpemenu, Sanucku uz nognoana. IIporus ,,ckangaabHol mosectu”’, 
MlewaTaeMoit aBTOPOM, BOCCTaAa ero nOgApyra Cycaosa, cBa3aHHaa B TE TOABI c 
pycckoit MOAMTH4eCKO“ sMurpalMel u MbITaBUIadCA COXPaHUTs CBA3b JJOCTOeBCKOrO 
C €fO PeBOAIOUHOHHEIM MpoulABiM: ,,A MHe He HpaBMTCA, KOrga ThI MMUIeLID 
yuHudeckue Bem. Dro kK TeGe Kak-TO He UAeT; HeligeT kK TeOe TaKOMy, KaKMM 4 
te6a BooOpaxaaa mpexge”. CxaHjaabHOCTb BEIM 3aKAIOUaAACh B aBTOPCKOM 
oTKase OT CHATHA OOHaxKaeMBbIX MM TIpOTHBOpe dit. 

Bcxpsitaa aAMTepaTypoBegaMu ABaduaTEIX rogos, OcobeHHO JAapoOBMTLIM 
BaxTHHbim, MOAMpoHWaHOCTS mpoussegzeHuii JJocroesckoro ompeseanetca 
IIkaosckuM, KaK He3aBepUIMMBbI Cop ,,3a HM MpoTHB”’, npomesumi yepes BCIO 
%KM3Hb M TBOPYeCTBO MMcaTeAd: ,,He TOABKO repou cnopat y JJocroescKoro, 
OTJCABHBIC BACMEHTHI CIOXKETHOLO Pa3sBepTLIBaHHA Kak ObI HAXOAATCA BO B3AMMHOM 
poTuBopewu: hakTbI 10-pa3sHOMy pa3sragbIBaloTCA, MCHXOAOTuA TEpOeB OKasbI- 
BaeTca CaMonpoTuBopeimBon . . ” (223). Dror cnop Jocroescxoro ,,3a uw MpoTuB”’ 
6bIA HETOUHO OcMBICAeH CaaTEikoBbiM-l[eqpHHBim B ero MOAeMuKe C SamucKaMu 
M3 MOAMOADS, ,,KaK CMECbh pa3sHOpeaMBbIxX BbICKasbiBaHHii” (147). Mexay 
TeM, TOAbKO HeOpraHMueckas, CAy4aliHad CMe€Cb, HO OTHIOAb H€ NOAMPOHMUHbIIi 
CHOp BbICKa3biBaHHli MOXKeT PaspyUIMTb CAMHCTBO XyAO2%KeCTBEHHOTO Mmpousse- 
aenna. 

Bmecto ogHocTopoHHero ,,cnopa c Jjocroesckum” uM O4MHaKOBO MAOCKoroO 
Aupupam6a, kHura I[IkaoscKoro gaeT BHyTpeHHM cnop JJocToescKoro ,,3a u 
NpoTus” uv noszszaBuimcs o6asHMO XyJOKHMKa, CaMa pespalwaeTca B KOHreHMAaAb- 
HbIit BHYTPeHHH chop 3a uM MpoTuB JJocToesckoro, 3apaxKasCcb ero THIIMYHbIMM 
lipHeMaMH JO ,,CAOMOB HHTOHalMii”’ BKAIOUHTEABHO. 

CamonporuspopewmBad MICMxXOAOrMaA repos, HeIPHMMPHMOCTb BHYTPeHHEro 
4mMaaora, HaxoguT ceOe HanOoaAee HarAadAHOe BbIPaxKeHHE B AMTEPaTYPHOM MOTHBE 
asotnHuuectsa. B cogep»xaTeAbHOIi, HECMOTpa” Ha BCIO CBOIO SCKM3HOCT, rAaBe 
Asotuuxu u oO ,,fsotnuke” Ilkaoscknit komMeHTUpyeT yNOpHBIe NOMbITKH 
Alocroescxoro ocuautTs unger JjBouHNKa, CepbesHee KOTOpOli OH, 0 cobcTBeH- 
HOMYy OT3bIBy B JIHEBHHKEe MMCATECAA, ,,HMKOrAa HWWETO B AMTepaType He 
MpoOusBOAuA’’, u conoctaBaaeT ,,[lerep6yprcxy1o noamy” JjocroescKoro u HOBy10 
TpakToBky TOM %e TeMBI B MOCKOBCKOM 1109Me Maaxoscxoro IIpo ato, Hazeas- 
tousjeli MosTa ,,HeCKOABKHMM ABOiHMKaMu’”’. Cnop ,,3a M IpOTUB” TyT HAeT MEKAY 
Me€pBbIM AHIJOM IIO9MBI M BKpallACHHbIM B Hee XPHCTOOOpa3HbIM KOMCOMOABIJeM- 
camoyOuityei, mpo KoToporo cruxu rosopaT: ,,/jo 4ero 2% Ha MeHA MOxOx’’. 
XapaktepHo, 4To uw nocae ru6eau 1OHOTO ABOMHUKa STOT COp NosTa Cc CaMMM 
co6o1 0 ,,IIporyAKe B 2XKH3Hb 3arpoOHyl0” mpogzOAKaeTca KaK B MO9Me, Tak HM 
mocae noob. Apyro aBolinHux aproOuorpaduyeckoro repos nosmsi IIpo ato - 
»sICAOBEK M3-3a CEMH AeT’’, aBTOOMOrpapuyeckuii repo crapuleli nosmEr Teao- 
BK, KOTOPbIii 30B€T 43 IIPOMLAOTO ,,OTMCHHTb MyKy”’, TOr4a Kak MAagAuIMii ABOIi- 
HHK He HaXOJMT B ,,HBIHYCCTH” MpegznNocbIAoK oTMeHbI. Ho aupwueckomy 4 
nosMbI IIpo To mporuBocToutT ele TpeTHi, HeHaBUCTHBI, 6brTOBOM, KAOMMHBIi 
asolHuk: ,,... Gery mu Buy... ceOe HaBCTpeyy caM MAY Cc NOA”apKamMu 04 
MBUUKaMH, /JaAbliie O HEM 2Ke ,,... CaMO€ CTpallIHOe: MO pocTy, NO Koxe, 
o4ex AO, caM M MOxo4Ka Moa! — B OJHOM y3HaA — 6Aau3HeYamMu ToxoxKu — ceba 
camoro — caM #”. Dro ToT xe ABOMHMK, € KOTOpHm™M repo UeaoseKa TIMTCA 
oToxectsuts repos IIpo ato: ,, Ts, MoxerT, K uxHel mpumasaaca Kacte? [Teay- 
eum? Emm? Ornyckaeum 6prouxo? Cam B uxHuii 6sIT, B Mx CeMeiHOe CuacTBeE 
HaMepeBaeclibCaA IIPOAC3Tb Me€TYUIKOM?”’, M 9TO TOT CaMBbIi ABoiHUK II pucpmKkun, 
Mmpo KOTOporo B KOMe4MiHOM MAaHe pacckaxet Kaon. O TOABKO 4TO 3aKOHUCH- 
HOM H CbIrpaHHoM Kaone kak wapxe COOcTBeHHOM MOaMbI TOBOPHA HaM aBTOP, 
M4 Hegapom aktep Masuuckuii, socxumasumi Masxoscxoro csoeii nepezayeii 
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Iipucsmxkuna, mapogzuposaA B sTOM poOAM, NO cOOcTBeHHOMy MPH3HaHHIO, 
moxoAky CcaMoro MosTa. 

B 1930r., 8 crarse ,,O nokoAeHHM, pacTpaTMBIIeM CBOMX MOSTOB”’, 1 CTapaAca 
4oxKa3saTb, 4TO ,,1OsTM4eECKOe TBOpYecTBO MaakoscKoro OT MepBbIxX CTMXOB... 
4O MOCACAHMX CTpOK e4MHO Mu HegZeAMMoO. JjMaAeKTHUeCKOe pasBUTMe eAMHO! 
tempi. [leo6sraaiiHoe eqMHCTBO cHMBOAMKH. OgHaxabl HaMeKoM OpolleHHstit 
CHMBOA Aaace pa3BepTbIBaeTca, NOAaeTcaA B MHOM pakypce... IlepponayaabHo 
JOMOPHCTHYCCKM OCMBICACHHEIM O6pa3 NOTOM NOAaeTcA BHE TaKOi MOTHBMPOBKH, 
HAM 2K€ HalIPOTHB, MOTHB, Pa3sBePHYTbIM MaTeTH4eCKH, NOBTOpAeTcA B Naposuii- 
HOM actiexte. Dro ne HaapyraTeAbCcTBO Had BuepaliHeli Bepoii, STO ABa MAaHa 
€AMHOi CHMBOAHKH — TparMueckoit M KOMeAMMHOM, KaK B Cpe AMeEBeKOBOM TeaTpe.” 
- B samerxe ,,Heussecrusie cruxu Masxoscxoro” (Hosocease, No. 2, Hsw- 
Yopx, 1942) a yrsepxaan u mpogoaxKalo yrBepxAaTb M0 cei AeHb, GTO XOTA 
,,COBC€M H€JaBHO LIAM pecepbesHble Cnops, Most AM MaskoscKuii, a ecAu T1097, 
TO B 4EM, TOABKO AH B MHTHMHOM AMpuke OG6Aaka, DacihThI MTA. HAM HalpoTHB 
TOABKO B OOwlecTBeHHOM CaTupe HM Ofc”, HO ,,BCe 9TH NOTYIM BLTYePKHYTb 4TO- 
an6o us Maakoscxoro . . . or6pouleHbI MOCACAHBIMM TOAaMH B AaAekoe aPXHBHOE 
mpomaoce. Bce counHeHHoe MaskosckuM €4HHO, H€ACAMMO M HEOTbEMACMO”’. 
Tlostomy, 1 KOHeE4HO BCeyeAO corAaceH co caoBamMu I’, Uepemuna, 4TO HEAb3A 
paccMaTpuBaTb NOAMTHUECKy10, arMTaljMOHHYy0 M093H0 ,,Kak HEYTO 4y*K Joe NOA- 
AMHHOMy TBOpuecTBy Masxkoscxoro” (Bompocnt aAutepatyps, No 8, 1957, 
250). 

VM xw6osHas AMpuka MAM Tos3sMA Cepala, Kak OMpeyeasaA ee NO cTapuake 
Maskosckuii, M AMpO-slM4eCKHe MOSMBI C COWUMAaAbHOM TeMaTHKOM ABAAIOTCA 
OAMHAaKOBO CYIJCCTBEHHBIMM M XKH3HCHHBIMM 2KaHPaMM B €fO TBOPYECTBE, HO 
HMKaK II€Ab3A OTPHYaTb YeETKOrO MPHNYHNaAbHOTO pasAMuMA OO60MX 2%KaHpos. 
IIpapaga, Hepeazko a1io6osHas AMpuka Maskoscxoro, or O6Aaka B UITaHax JO 
napuxckux IIucem 1928r., 6pmaeT TecHO cBa3aHa C OOWECTBEHHBIMM TIpo6aema- 
MH, HM C Apyroii CTOpOHBI B STIMYeCKMX MO9MaX BCIIABIBAIOT AMYHEIC, AIOGOBHBIC 
Motus! (Bona u MHP: ,,SapaBcTByi, AloOumaa!”? Xopouwmro: ,,raasa He6eca, 
x06umoili Moeii raasa”’) ; mpaBga, OOwMe YepTEI poAHAT TeMaTHKy O60Mx 2xKaHpos, 
H HalIpMMep, He3aBHCMMO OT 2*KaHpa, KpyMHbie BelyH MOAOAZOrO Masxkosckoro Ao 
nosM IIpo stou IlatHi uHTepHayuoHaa KonyawTca B Oyazyusem. OgHako 
MaCCOBbIM COObITHAM MMpOBOrO OXxBaTa (BOliHa M MMP, PeBOAIOUMa HM MUD), 
XapaKTepHBIM AAA COUMAABHBIX 109M Maskosckoro, IPOTMBOCTOMT B ero AMpH- 
wecKMX CTHMxXaX AWUHas Tparegzua A106BuM, SesbICKOAHOrO OAMHOUECTBA MH My4eHH- 
aectsa. IloamonwaHocts mos3sHH Maaskosckoro coctouT B mepeboe oborx 
He€CAMAHHBIX %KaHpoB. Dro He TeOpuwa, HaBASAHHaA M3BHE HM 3a4HHM YHCAOM 
AMTepaTypHOMy HacaegcTBy norm6uiero nosta. O HeH3MeHHOM 4epey,OBaHHH 
KaHPOB HM O HX APaMaTHUeCKOM KOAAM3HH, O GoppOe AMpHuecKOM HM AHTMAMpH- 
weckoli CTMxMM Hepas ropopHA Maskosckuli 4 B CTMXax M B MMCbMCHHBIX AM60 
YCTHBIX CBHJeTEABCTBaX O CBOMX cTHxax. Dro He OopbOa, HaBaA3AaHHa# aBTOpy 
usBHe. HaBa3aTb U3BHe CTPONTHBOMy MOsTy HHKTO HuYero He Mor OI. ,,fl mucaTb 
06a3aH 110 MaHAaTy AOAra,” rOBOpHT ero CTMX O CTHXax, OTBEYAIOWMX PpAAyWeEMy 
»COMMAaABHOMy 3akKa3y”, H OH CO34aeT STM CTMXH, xOTA ObI MX HEM3Oe2%KHO 2% AAA 
YeHsopcKuii sampet, Kak 6b1A0 HakaHyHe peBoAiouun c Bono wu MUPOM, HAM 
%Ke JOATMe MbITapCTBa BOKPyr paspelleHua Ha OyMary uM MewaTb, KaK B CAy4ae 
CranaTugecaTM MMAAMOHOB, BCTPeTMBUIMX Ha MepBbIX MopaxX HeMaAO 
porarok u xyaui. Cnop 3a m MpoTuB, HallOop AMpMKH, CHOBa 30Bylel MMCaTb 
IPO TO HM MIpo 9sTO” uM OTBETHLIC aTTaKM Ha AMPUKy, TaKOB BHYTPCHHMli 3aKOH 
%KH3HEHHOTO M AMTepaTypHOro myTH Maaxosckoro. CoraacHo mpoaory K TlosMe 
IIpo sto, aupwueckaa TeMa OBAaJeBaeT MOSTOM, a O NOAaBACHHM AMpHeCKOl 
CTHXMH B MeTapopHuecKHX TePMMHAaX yAYUICHHA TOBOPUT ONATE—TaKH CaM T109T B 
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mpoaore Bo sBecb roaAoc kK HeHalMcaHHOm mosMe: ,,Ho a ce6a cmupaa, 
CTaHOBACb Ha ropaAo co6cTBeHHOH MecHe’’. 

Hecayzaiino doxom 3ametok o JjocroesckoM B KHure 3a uw mpoTsB IIIkaos- 
CKOMy CAyKaT 3aMeyaHua O cruxax Maaxoscxoro. Mccaegosateab, 30ByuuMii He 
WyTaTb NOAMOHHUHEIM crpoi mporuBobopcTByiomjMx penAMK C pa3Aajom u 
HeBHATMYeH pasHOPpeIMBEIX BbICKa3bIBAaHMi, NOOyxXAaeT 3agqyMaTBCA M Hag 
NOAM@ouHeH COMpsAKeCHHBIX’ KOHTPpaCcTMpyloOwMx %*AKaHpoB, KOTOPylO HMKak He 
caegzyeT cMemmmBaTb c GecTOAO4bIO xaOTMUeECKH HeCTpOMHOM pasHOrOAOcHyL. 


Kem6puax, Macc. P. Axo6cox 
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BORIS VIKTOROVIC TOMASEVSKIJ 
1890-1957 











In 1919, when B. V. TomaSevskij first addressed the Moscow Linguistic 
Circle and discussed PuSkin’s iambic pentameter, he struck the young 
workers in linguistics and poetics who lead and composed this society by 
his astute, original approach and by an insurmountable mastery of the 
interpreted material. His singular and steadfast non-conformism together 
with an extraordinary student’s curriculum were particularly responsible 
for the novelty of his contribution: he studied in Russia and in the West 
and was equally at home in Russian and French literature ; he did graduate 
work both in humanities and in mathematics, especially statistics. 

TomaSevskij began his research in the field where literary scholarship 
and statistical method mutually verge - namely metrics. This was a time 
in the Russian literary world when poetic art and the science of poetics 
joined and rallied. In 1910 Andrej Belyj, hitherto known primarily as a 
poet, published his pioneering essays on the Russian iambic tetrameter in 
its historical development. One year before their appearance, the teen- 
aged Tomasevskij was about to complete a study on the same meter. 
Both investigators largely applied statistics to verse analysis. In this debut 
and in his later, mature metric papers, TomaSevskij benefited from his 
thorough familiarity with the intricate problems and methods of cal- 
culation. He repeatedly warned against the dilettantic and rash play with 
statistics and in his critical articles on Belyj’s research conclusively expos- 
ed the dangers of such misuse. He always blamed “‘inexpedient compu- 
tations which easily change into mere accounting exercises”’. 

In his paper “Problema stixotvornogo ritma”’, written in 1922, Toma- 
Sevskij was fully aware of such a brilliant achievement in statistics as the 
Markov process which had been exemplified by the great mathematician 
on the first chapter of Evgenij Onegin and which much later became the 
cornerstone of the modern theory of communication. The young scholar 
made full use of the mathematical theory of probability, but on the other 
hand pointed to the autonomous tasks of “philological criticism”. An 
endeavor to strengthen and refine this criticism brought TomaSevskij into 
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close and ever-deeper connection with the novices scrutinizing the 
structural laws of language. This cooperation with the Moskovskij 
lingvistiéeskij kruZok \eft a strong imprint on the whole development of 
Tomasgevskij’s activity in metrics and poetics. Jokingly changing the 
abbreviation of MLK (ém-éP-ka) into a whimsical hypocoristic, Toma- 
Sevskij on his visit to the West in 1928 used to emphasize that EméPka was 
unique and irreplaceable. It was clear to him that the movement insti- 
gated by the so-called formalism “‘was to a high extent a drift toward a 
renascence of Russian philology” (RES, VIII, p. 240). 

TomaSevskij recognized the value of Belyj’s and Brjusov’s discourses 
on verse which he keenly called “‘poets’ confessions”, but he saw at the 
same time their scholarly insolvency, in particular their “arbitrary 
rejection of appealing to linguistic phenomena’’. The necessity of analyz- 
ing the prosodic pattern and sound texture of poetry with strict regard for 
the different linguistic functions of the various sound elements, briefly a 
“phonological principle” in the study of verse, was realized by Toma- 
Sevskij and distinctly demonstrated in his books Russkoe stixoslozenie 
(1923) and O stixe (1929) and later in his remarkable investigation of 
Griboedov’s metrics (1946, 1947). A consistent reference to the same 
two essentials — linguistic structure and mathematical probability - 
characterizes also the last paper printed by TomaSevskij — his succinct 
discussion of B. Unbegaun’s Russian Versification in Voprosy jazykozna- 
nija, 1957. 

In our long conversations of 1928 on Russian literary scholarship, 
B. V. TomaSevskij with his usual sagacity foresaw the internal crisis of 
the formalist trend which would make it incapable of meeting and sur- 
viving the external pressure upon a team, whose nickname “‘malheureuse- 
ment, ne fut pas sans quelque influence sur la représentation vulgaire que 
le public a souvent de l’ceuvre de la nouvelle école” (RES, VIII, p. 233). 
But according to his prediction the impact of this technique would 
remain, however, in many fields and later, at the time when the dialectal 
antithesis changes into a new synthesis, some of the suppressed and 
forgotten ideas may reappear in a new context. 

In the thirties, the variegated technical experience of TomaSevskij found 
an application both in his courses of statistics, which replaced his teaching 
of poetics, in a series of minutious PuSkiniana and in his splendid editorial 
activities. Theoretical and practical textology has indeed been the top 
achievement of modern Russian literary scholarship, and in this field 
Tomasevskij was one of the prominent experts. He wrote the lucid 
manual Pisatel’ i kniga - Oéerk tekstologii (1928) and lead the invaluable 
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critical editions of Russian classics, especially PuSkin, BatjuSkov, 
Del’vig, Kol’cov’ Gogol’, Dostoevskij, Ostrovskij, Gontarov, GarSin, 
Cexov. 

During the last yeais of his life TomaSevskij returned evermore to the 
plans and dreams of his young years. He resumed his inspired university 
courses in literature. His penetrating studies on PuSkin’s poetry and its 
Russian and western literary background found a worthy continuation in 
his monograph “Voprosy jazyka v tvoréestve PuSkina’’, in his luminous 
pusthumous contribution “Strofika PuSkina” (published in 1958) and in 
the first and unfortunately only completed volume of an exhaustive 
history of the poet’s creative development, Puskin (1813-1824), printed 
in 1956. Despite all the gradual changes of TomaSevskij’s scholarly views 
one easily recognizes in his late works the original stimuli of his formative 
stages, for instance the continuous validity of his pointed warnings 
against a naive biographism in literary history, warnings which had been 
launched in his paper “Literatura i biografija” as early as 1923. When 
commenting on the new upsurge of interest for the Russian “formal 
school” of the twenties in the world criticism of the fifties, he pointed out 
at our meeting in 1956 that perhaps the most vital hints and deepest 
thoughts of this current have not yet been rediscovered. 

Biting, one might say Gogolian sarcasm and implacable criticism 
curtained a true lyrical strain in TomaSevskij, particularly a powerful 
attachment to his and his generation’s juvenile Sturm und Drang and to 
the merger of revolutionary novelty and organic traditionalism in the 
heroic past century of Russian literature and one above all in PuSkin. 
It is on that epoch that all his explorative efforts were concentrated. In 
writings and passionate oral discussions he fought inexorably for the 
highest possible standard of work in his own and his compatriots’ 
achievements in this domain, and foremost in the inquiry into Puskin’s 
works. 

TomaSevskij, who despised easy questions and banal solutions, con- 
cludes his theoretical paper on Verse and Rhythm with a typical state- 
ment: “And therefore it’s fun to work on verse since here almost every- 
thing is controversial” (O stixe, p. 62). It is not by chance that the master- 
piece of his rhythmic studies is an essay on the most debatable prosodic 
question “Ritm prozy”, sketched in 1920 and ten years later published 
in definitive form. This analysis is still unsurpassed and substantial for 
syntactic phonology, for the problems of artistic prose in relation to verse 
and ordinary prose, and for the interpretation of PuSkin’s prose in 


particular. 
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The scholar set wise and rigorous limitations on the scope of his 
research. Thus neither the pre-Petrine tradition nor our century were 
focussed upon in his studies, although he mastered, experienced, and 
cherished both the Old Russian verbal and pictorial art and such modern 
discoverers as Majakovskij, Xlebnikov, and Stravinskij. It was arresting 
to assist at a recent discussion between TomaSevskij and the poet Nikolaj 
Aseev about the continuous thread tying the rhythms of Majakovskij’s 
Celovek with those of Old Russian liturgic poetry: the manner and 
readiness with which akathistos hymns were recited from memory 
demonstrated the vitality of a multi-secular poetic tradition self-evident 
both for a creator and for an explorer of verse. 

Boris Viktorovié spent his last summer as usual in PuSkin’s Gurzuf. 
He was in a happy mood, incessantly listening to his beloved Stravinskij 
Mass and working on a new version of his fundamental manual Teorija 
literatury, which from 1925 till 1931 had withstood six editions before 
dropping out of circulation. Athletically strong and never ill, he loved the 
sea and was a champion swimmer. On the clear, bright morning of 
August twenty-fourth, he went for his daily mile-long swim. His young 
companion tired, proposed that they return, but TomaSevskij replied that 
he had swum only a third of his habitual course and continued alone. 
He suffered a stroke and fishermen found his floating body. At his funeral 
attended by all the villagers, even the gravediggers wept. 


R. Jakobson 


CIIMCOK TPYAOB B. B. TOMAITIEBCKOTO 


I. KAMTU, CTATbBM UW PEWEH3MMN 


1915 
1. Mpanyyscxue nostsr XVIII sexa (Ilo nosoazy anToaorun, co- 
ctapacHHoi V1. M. Bprcosoii). — Amoaaon, 1915, No 6-7, 
cTp. 63-85. 
Peyensuu 


2. C. bo6pos: Hosoe o cruxocaoxenuu A. C. [lymm«una (Tpex- 
AOAbHbI NaysHuK y [lymm«una. Pas6op crarsu B. A. Bprocosa 
o Texuuke Ilyumuna). M., M34. Mycaret, 1915. — Amoaaon, 
1915, No 10, crp. 74. 
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Bapou J. [. Puny6ypr: O pycckom cruxocaoxenuu. Onsit 
MCCACAOBaHMA PUTMMYECKOTO CTpos cTuxOTBOpeHHii AepMoH- 
Tosa. IlocmeprHoe usgaHue c noprpeTom asropa. [log pea. 
uc mpeguca. [. M. Kuasesa. IIr., 1915. — Amoaaon, 1915, 
No 10, crp. 72-74. 

B. C. Mequua: A. A. Mer (Ilenmmu). Matepmaani k xapak- 
tepucruxe. II., 1915. — Amoaaon, 1916, No 1, crp. 54-55. 


1916 


O cruxe ,,[lecen sanaguerx caapan‘’. — Anoaaon, 1916, No 2, 
ctp. 26-35. To xe B kH. Tomamescxuii b.: O cruxe. A., 
»llpu6oii“‘, crp. 63-76. 

Ilyurxuu u @panyysckas tomopuctuyeckas nossua XVIII sexa 
(Peepat, antanusiit B [lyumunckom cemunapun Iletrporpag- 
ckoro yH-Ta, 28 mapra 1913 r.). B xu.: [lymmuuucr. Uctopu- 
KoauT. cOopHukx. [log peg. C. A. Benreposa. T. 2, IIr., 
1916, crp. 204-257. Copmectuo c A. [lonossm. 

Ajoxaag o AeateabHoctu Coseta 12 Apy2XMHbI, IpowTaHHblii 
ee mpeacegaTeaeM Ha JeAecraTCKOM coOpaHuM 29 MIOHA 1917 
roja. — Ussecrua uHxKeHepHO-CTpOMTeABHBIX ApyxXKuH Sanaz- 
Horo Mpouta 1917, 7 aBr. 


1917 
Sametku o Ilymm«une. — [lymxkuu u ero coppeMeHHUKy, BBIII. 
28. IIr., 1917, crp. 56-72. 


1. Ucroaunuku cruxotrsopennii: ,,Bce Moe — cka3aao 3AaTo“ 


u ,,. ayxou# rayxoro span‘. — 2. O6 snurpammoe ,,Ckaxu, 4TO 
Hosoro“. — 3. O xynaete Tpuxke. - 4. O ,,BosspmmeHHoM 
raaae“, 

1918 


Purmuka 4-x cromHoro sm6a no Ha6AlWAeHMAM HaA CTHXOM 
»,Esrenua Ounernna. — [lyumun u ero COBpeMeHHMKH, BBIII. 
29, 30. IIr., 1918, crp. 144-187. 

To xe B kH.: Tomamesckxuit b.: O cruxe. A., ,, [pu6oi, 
1929, crp. 94-138. 

Cratuctuka KpaTKOcTH nmospexjAecHuM TeAerpaHbIx MpoBo- 
aos. — [louwroso-reaerpagubiit xypHaa, 1918, No 5-8, aacT 


HeOpuyMaAbHas, CTP. 33-44. 
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CruxotsopHas TexHuka Ilym«una. — Ilymmxuu u ero cospe- 
MCHHHEH, BbITI. 29-30. IIr., 1918, crp. 131-143. 

IIo nosogy cratsu B. A. Bprocosa B VI 1. Co6panua coun- 
Henuit Ilymxuna. nog peg. C. A. Benreposa. 


Peyensuu 


Tlepspre naogsr cBpobogn neyatu. 1. A. C. [lyumun. T'aspn- 
Auaga. Iloansiit texct. BorynmTeabHaa CTaTba M KpuTM4eECKHe 
mupumey. Baaepua Bprocopa. Aasyuona. 106 crp. 2. A. C. 
Ilymxun. Co6panue sanpemjenuprx cruxorsopennii. [16., 
1918. 105 crp. — Ilouropo-reaerpagusii xypHaa, 1918, 
No 5-8, uacTb HeouyMaabHad, CTP. 250-254. 


1919 


K mpo6aeme mpoaetapcxoro uckycctBa. Tabapon. — [Ipoaera- 
puii cBasu, 1919, No 4-5, crp. 46-47. [lognucs: bopcxuii. 
Crarucruka moar mu TeAerpados B CBA3M C HOBbIMM 3a4auaMu 
rocy4apcrBeHHoro crponteascrsa. — [Ipoaetapuii caa3u, 1919, 
No I, crp. 23-24. 

Teaegou Ha Boiine. — [louropo-reaerpagubiii *xypHaa, 1919, 
No I-2, 4acTb HeoduyMaabuas, crp. 33-44. [loanucs: unx. 
Bercxuii. 


1920 


Aunapeit Beant u xygoxecTBeHHas m093ua. — 7Ku3Hb MCKyCcT- 
Ba, 1920, No 454, ctp. 3; No 458-459, crp. 2; No 460, crp. 2. 


1921 
Peyensuu 


Baaepuit Bprocos: Hayxa o cruxe. Metpuka u putmuxa. M34. 
Aasynoua. Crp. 131. M., 1919. — Anapelt Beanrit: O xygoxe- 
cTseHHOH mpose. Topx. Ku. II.-III. Usa. Mock. mpoaer- 
KyAbTa, 1919. — Kuura uw pesoaioyua, 1921, No 10-11, crp. 
32-34- 

Hecrop Koraspescxnii: JesatHaayatsii Bex. Orpaxenue ero 
OCHOBHBIX MBICAeii M HaCTpOeHHii B CAOBCCHOM XyjO2KeCTBEH- 
HOM TBOpyectsBe Ha SanaZe. I16., 34-80 ,,Hayxa u IIkoaa”’, 


1921. — Kuura u pesoawyua, 1921, No 1 (13), crp. 67-68. 
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Tlepecaasckuit m0930-c6opHux. Crp. 22 + 2. Ilepecaapas — 
Saaecckuii. — Pagyra. Aut.-xy4zox, “ noaut. cOopHux. Ku. 1. 
Crp. 65 + 1. Iloataspa 1920. — Kuura u pes., 1921, No 8-9, 
ctp. 81-82. Ilognucs Ba. r. 
A. C. Ilyumun: Tloanoe co6panue counnenniit. log pea. 
Baaepua Bpriocosa. T. 1, 4. 1. M., Toc. u3qg.. 1920. — Kuura u 
pepoaroyna, 1921, No 1 (13), crp. 57-60. 
FOpuit Tamanos: Joctoescxuii u Toroas (K reopuu napogun). 
C6opuuku mo Teopuu nostuyeckoro asbika. Ilerp., Usa. 
»,On0as“*, 1921. — Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1921, No 1 (13), crp. 
66. Iloanucs: T. B. 
Buxtop IlIkaoscxuii: Passeprpmanue cioxera. Ilerp., Usa. 
.Onoa3“, 1921. — Kuura u pepoaroyua, 1922, No 4 (16), crp. 
49, Iloanucs: T. Bb. 
#Kopx Dxxy4: Hossrit Kapdaren. Poman. Ilep. MW. Apazenuna. 
Ilerp., Toc. M34., 1920. - Kuura u pesoatoyua, 1921, No 8-9, 
ctp. 88. Iloanucp: Ba. I. 
P. Axo6cou: Hoseiimasa pycckas nossua. Ha6pocok nepssiit: 
Buxtrop XaecOuuxos. Tunorpadua ,,[loauruxa“ s IIpare, 
1921. — Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1921, No 12, crp. 54. [loanucs: 
Bopcxuii. 

1922 


Hosoe o Ilyurxune. — B aabnm.: Aur. mpicas, ku. 1, IIr., 1922, 
cTp. 171-186. 

Ilymxuu — autrateab d@paHyysckux mostos. — B xu.: [lyumu- 
nuct. IV. [lyumuncxuit cOopHuk namgru mpod. C. A. Beure- 
posa. M.-IIr., [M3, 1922 (o6a. 1923), crp. 210-228. 
IIucemo B pegzakyun. — Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1922, No 5 (17), 
ctp. 77-78. 

Orsert O. A. J’Op’y ua ero heasetou ,,JyHayxu“, 10 noBoszy 
BbIXOJa KH.: ,, Heusgannbpri Ilym«un“, I16., ,,Arenei“, 1922. 


Peyeusuu 


A. A. bo6pux: Hemuoro MaTemaTuKu B TeEOpHM CAOBECHOCTH. 
Crp. 33. Teancunrdopc, 1921. — Kuura u pesoaiyua, 1922, 
No 3 (15), crp. 84. 

B. 2Kupmyucxuii: Baaepuit Bprocos u nacaegue [lymxuna. 
Crp. 103. Ilerp., Us-8o ,,Dansesup“, 1922. — Kura u peso- 
Aloyua, 1922, No 7 (19), crp. 49-50. [loanucs: T. B. 
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B. Kupmyucxuii: Komnosuyua ampwaeckux CTMXOTBOpeHuii. 
Crp. 112. Usa. ,,Onoas“, 1921. — Kuura u pesoaioyua, 1922, 
No 4 (16), crp. 49-50. [loanmcs: Ba. lan. 

b. M. Kosaosua: Anaautuyeckaa reometpua. Crp. 204. 
Ilerp., Academia, 1922. —- Kuura u pesoawyua, 1922, No 
g-10 (21-22), crp. 84. Toanncs: T. B. 

AutepatypHpmi gHesHux Mapmortrs: Ilarunan. Crp. 110. 
II6., Tlapgenou, 1922. —- Kuura u pesoawyua, 1922, No 7 
(19), crp. 51-52. [lognncs: T. B. 

B. A. Mogsaaescxuit: Ilymxun nog taiinsm Hazsopom. [I6., 
Ilapenou, 1922. — Kuura u pesoaiwoyua, 1922, No 7 (19), 
crp. 48-49. Iloanncs: T. B. 

Ilymxun: Jjomux B Koaomue. M. A. Toman: Ucropua 
cosgaHua u Texcta ,,/jomuka B Koaomue“. Tpyas [lyumun- 
cxoro Jjoma. Crp. 124. I16., Us3q-8o0 ,,Areneit. — Kuura u 
pepoaroyua, 1922, No 9-10 (21-22), crp. 57-58. [lognucs: 
B.T. 

Trorues: C6opxuuk crateii. Coct. Avexc. Tunakos. Pegaxyua 
Boanincxoro. Crp. 111. [lerp., Ilap@enou, 1922. — Kuura u 
pesoaroyua, 1922, No 7 (19), crp. 52. [lognucs: T. B. 

H. H. @aros: A. C. [lyumun. Hayano-nonyaspupmi ovepx. 
Crp. 70. M., Toc. u34., 1921. — Kuura u pesoaioyua, 1922. 
No 6 (18), crp. 52-53. 

Baagucaas Xogacesuy: Cratsu o pycckoit nossuu. Crp. 122. 
TI6., Doxa, 1922. —- Kuura u pesoawyua, 1922, No 6 (18), 
cTp. 55- [loanucs: Ba. Tan. 

K. Uyxoscxuit: Kuura 06 Anexcangpe baoxe. Crp. 125. II6., 
Dnoxa, 1922. — Kuura u pesoawoyua, 1922, No 7 (19), crp. 
50-51. Iloanucs: T. b. 

b. Diixen6baym: Meaoguka pycckoro amMpwueckoro CTuxa. 
C6opxuk no Teopuu nosTuueckoro asbika. Crp. 199. [I6., 
Onoas, 1922. — Kuura u pesoatoyua, 1922, No 6 (18), crp. 
54-55- [loanucs: T. B. 


1923 


Pyccxoe cruxocaoxenue. Merpuxa. I[Ir., Academia, 1923. 
157 CTp. 

Sametku o Ilymm«une. — Ilyumxun u ero coppeMeHHUKH, BBIII. 
36. IIr., 1923, crp. 78-95. 

1, K Ilymmuuckum cioxetam. - 2. ,,Kunxaa“ um-me de Staél. 
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B. K. Kroxean6exep. O6ospenne poccniicxoh caoBpecHocTu 
1824 roga. — B xr.: Aut. noprdean. 1. Bpema [lyuxuna. I16., 
Atexeii, 1923, crp. 72-79. [ly6auxayua u kommentapnii. 
Autepatypa u 6uorpadua. — Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1923, No 4 
(28), crp. 6-9. 

Moaogoit Trorges (Heuszanupie crux). — B xu.: Tiorgescxnit 
c6opuuk (1873-1923). IIr., brace, 1923, crp. 40-47. 

A. H. Ocrposcxuii. - Kuura u pesoaroyua. 1923, No 2 (26), 
CTp. 12-14. 

IIpo6aema cruxotsopHoro puma. — B avbo.: Aut. MBICAb, KH. 
2. IIr., 1923, crp. 124-140. 

To xe B ko. Tomamesckniit, b.: O cruxe. A., [pu6oii, 1929, 
cTp. 3-36. 

Ilyumun 8 ,, Hapoguot 6u6anorexe“. — Kuura u pesoaroyua, 
1923, No 1 (25), crp. 11-14. [loanucs: A. Bopcxuit. 
IIaructonnpm am6 [lyum«una. - B xu.: Ouepku no nostuke 
Ilymxuna. Bepaun, Dnoxa, 1923, cTp. 7-143. 

To xe B KH. Tomamescknit, b.: O cruxe. A., [Ipu6oii, 1929, 
cTp. 138-253. 

Cyap6a ,,/y6posckoro. - Kuura u pesoawyua, 1923, No 
II-12 (23-24), Crp. 9-12. 

Texct ,,Kamenuoro rocta‘‘. — 3ammcku nepeaBuxKHOrO TeaTpa 
II. Il. Tataze6yposa u H. ®. Cxapcxoii, IIr., 1923, No 51, 
CTp. 2-3. 

DuurpamMa Toactoro—amepukaHya Ha A. Ilymwxuna. - B 
aabM.: AMT. MBICAb, KH. 2, IIr., 1923, crp. 237-238. 


Peyeusuu 


H. A. Ajo6poarw6os: Temxoe yapcrso. Kaaccuku pycckoii 
autepatyppi. Crp. XXII + 213. M.-II., Toc. u3q., 1923. - 
H. A. AZo6poar6os: Aya cBera B TemHoM YWapcTBe. Kaaccuku 
pycckol autrepatyppi. Crp. 112. M.-II., Toc. usa., 1923. — 
Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1923, No 4 (28), crp. 52. 

H. Joaros: A. H. Ocrposcxuii. 7Kusub u TBOpyecTBO, 1823- 
1923. Crp. 272. M.-II., Tocusgat, 1923. - Kuura u pesoawn- 
yua, 1923, No 2 (26), crp. 19. loanucs: A. Bopcxuit. 

B. M. Ucrpun: Ovepk uctopuu apesHepyccKkoll AuTepatypbi 
Aomockoscxoro nepuo sa. Ilerp., Hayka u uikoaa, 1922.—Kuura 
M peBoawyua, 1923, No4 (28), crp. 48-50. [loanucs: bopcxuit. 
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H. M. Meugeascon: A. H. Ocrposcxuit 8 BocnomMuHaHMax 
CPpBpeMeHHUKOB HM ero mMchMax. McropuKo-ant. 6-Kka nog pes. 
H. A. Bpogckoro, A. E. T'pysmucxoro, H. M. Mengeascona, 
H. II. Cugoposa. Bam. 1-i. M., 1923. — Kuura u pesoaroyna, 
1923, No 3 (27), crp. 68-69. Tlognucs: A. b. 

Ocrposcxuii. K croaeruio co AHA poxgenus. IO6uaciinntii 
c6opHuk nog pea. A. A. Baxpyuikuna, H. A. bpogcxoro u 
H. A. Tlonosa. M., M34. Pycck. tearp. o-Ba., 1923. — Kuura u 
pespoaroyua, 1923, No 3 (27), crp. 68. Iloanucs: A. B. 

A. H. Ocrposcxuii, 1823-1923. COopxHux crateli nog pea. 
b. B. Bapuexe. Crp. 194. Ogecca, Toc. u34. Ykpannsi, 1923. — 
Kuura u pesoaryua, 1923, No 3 (27), crp. 68. [loanucs: 
A. B. 

Aaexcanap Hukoaaesua Octposcxnii. 1823-1923. COopHux 
cTaTeli K CTOAeTMIO CO AHA poxAcHuA NO, peg. mpo*. II. C. 
Koraxa. Crp. 161. Msanoso-Bosnecencx, Kuurou3sqaTeancKoe 
T-so Ocuosa, 1923. — Kuura u pesoaimoyna, 1923, No 2 
(26), crp. 19. Tloanucs: A. Bopcxuii. 

Ilamatu A. H. Ocrposckoro. C6opxuk crateii 06 Ocrposckom 
M HeM3AaHHbIe TpyAbi ero. K croaeTuio CO AHA pox AeHUA. 
Crp. 287. [lerp., [lerporpaacxoe o-Bo um. A. H. Octposcko- 
ro, Ku-so Ilyts k sHanni, 1923. — KHura nu peBoaloyua, 1923, 
No 2 (26), crp. 18-19. Tloanucs: A. Bopcxuii. 

H. K. [Inxcanos: Ocrposcxuit. Aut.—rearpaabubiit cemu- 
Hapnit. Crp. 101. Usanoso-Bosnecencx, Kuurou3jaTeabcKoe 
T-Bo Ocnosa, 1923. — Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1923, No 4 (28), 
CTp. 52-53- 

Baaepuan Tloasncxnii (II. WU. Ae6ezes): A. H. Octposcxuis. 
K croaeruw co AHA poxgenua. C noprpetom. Crp. 87. M.-IIr., 
Toc. u34., 1923. — Kuura u pesoawyua, 1923, No 4 (28), crp. 
53-54- 

Pycckxue kputuxu 06 Octposcxom. C mpeguca. H. Memeps- 
Kosa. Crp. 298. M.-II., Toc. u34., 1923. - Kuura u pepoaioyua, 
1923, No 4 (28), crp. 51-52. 

CnpasouHuk M NaMATHad KHW2KKa CIJCHHYCCKMX M TeaTparb- 
HbIX JeaTeaeh nog ped. II. TI. Ayauuuna. Crp. 285. M., Us3a- 
Bo Pycck. TeaTp. o-Ba. 1923. — Kuura u peBoaioyua, 1923, 
No 2 (26), crp. 19-20. Ilognucs: A. Bopcxuii. 

Tsopyecrso A. H. Ocrposckoro. IO6maeciinsiii cOopHuk no04 
pea. C. K. Ilam6unoro. Poccuiicxan Axag. xox. HayK. 
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Tearpaabnaa cexyua. Crp. 365. M.-II., Toc. usg., 1923. — 
Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1923, No 4 (28), crp. 50-51. 


. Teoprui Ileureau: Tpaxtar o pycckom cruxe. YU. 1. Oprann- 


weckaa MeTpuka. Crp. 94, Oaecca, Bceyxp. Toc. usg., 1921. 
— Kuura u pesoaroyua, 1923, No 1 (25), crp. 51-52. 

b. Axy6cexuit: Hayka sipmysanna. Crp. VI + 124. Kuis, 
Bugasnuyrso Caoso, 1922. — Kuura u pesoayua, 1923, 
No 1 (25), cTp. 52. 

André Mazon: Lexique de la Guerre et de la Révolution en 
Russie (1914-1918). Bibliothéque de l'Institut Francais de 
Pétrograd, T. VI. Paris, Edouard Champion, 1920. Crp. VI 
+ 63. Roman Jakobson: Vliv revoluce na rusky jazyk. 
Zvlastni otisk z ,,Nového Athenea“. Rok. II. V Praze, 
Tiskem Edvarda Leschingra, 1921. Crp. 32. - Tam xe, No 11- 


12 (23-24), cTp. 57-58. 


1924 


Ilamatxa o Ilyuruune. A., M34. Ku. cexropa T'y6ono, 1924. 
88 crp. Cosmecruo c B. Makcumossim-Esrenbesbim. 
Beauuckuii-pegaxtop Koasyosa. — /KusHb uckyccTBa, 1924, 
No 6, crp. 20-21. 

AjonoaHnenne kK ,,XpoHoaoruyeckoit kanpe“ (A. H. Ocrpos- 
cxoro). — B xu.: Ocrposcxuii, Hossie Matepuaani. [Ilucpma. 
Tpyast u guu. Crateu. Ilog pea. M. J. Beanesa. Tpyasi 
Ilymxuucxoro Jjoma upu Poccuiicxoit Axagemun, A., TVS, 
1924, CTp. 409-442. 

K nepenucke A. H. Ocrposcxoro c @. A. Bypanusm. - 
Ateneii, kH. 1-2, A.-M., 1924, crp. 168-173. 

Konctpykyua tesucos. — Aed. 1924, No 1 (5), crp. 140-148. 
,,/\osHTpnH. K ucropum nepsoii nocraHosku B MapuuncKoM 
Teatpe. — /KusHb uckycctTBa, 1924, No 1, crp. 14. [loanucs: 
BT. 

Mor am uHOCTpaHey] HallMcaTh aHOHMMHBIii MacKBMAb Ha 
Ilyumxuuna? (Onsir rpapuyeckoro anaansa). — B ku.: Mogsa- 
aescknii, b. A., Oxcman, JO. T. u Lsasaoscxnii, M. A.: 
Hossie MaTepwaanl o Aysam u cmepru Ilymxuna. [16., 
Ateneii, 1924, CTp. 131-133. 

Mpican Ilyuixuna o Boiine. — 7KusHb uckycctTBa, 1924, No 24, 


CTp. 3. 
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O apamatuyeckoi autepatype. — KusHb uckyccTBa, 1924, 
No 13, crp. 5; No 16, crp. 5-6; No 29, crp. 14-15. 
Ilanonruxym. Terpaab mpumeyaHuii u mpicaed. — Pycckuii 
COBpeMeHHUK, 1924, No 1, crp. 345-349; No 2, crp. 309-314; 
No 4, crp. 277-280. [lognucs: Onypuit 3yes. 

IIuchmo B pegakyuio. (Orset na mucemo B. Xogacesuya no 
noBozy peyeusuu b. Tomamescxoro wa kuury B. Xogacesuya 
»,lostuyeckoe xosaiicrso“ Ilym«una). — Pyccxuiit coppemen- 
HHK, 1924, KH. 4, CTp. 282-283. 

Ilonsrrxa [lymxkuna nepesoguts Moasepa. — 7Kusub ucKycc- 
TBa, 1924, No 2, crp. 18. Iloanucs: Bb. I. 
IIicesgonyuikuuckue aBptorpadpl. — 7KusHb UCKyCccTBa, 1924, 
No 9g, crp. 14-15. 

Aaexcanap Ilymumun (6 mona 1799 — 6 mioHA 1924). - 
JKusHb uckycctBa, 1924, No 24, cTp. 2. 

Ilymxun. buorpaduueckuit ovepx. — B xu.: A. [ymxun: 
Couunenua. A., TM3, 1924, crp. III-XV. 

To xe. Usa. 2-e, 1925; u3a. 3-e, 1928; usa. 4-e. M.-A., 1928; 
M34. 5-€, 1929; u3q. 6-e, A., 1930; usa. 5-e (7-€), 1933. 
Pykxonucu Ocrposcxoro, xpaHamueca B IlymmuucKkom Jlome. 
— B xu.: Ocrposcxnii, Hossie matepuaasi. [Iucbma. Tpy api u 
aun. Crateu nog peg. M. J. Beasesa. Tpyapr [lyumuuckoro 
Zjoma mpu Poccniicxot Axagemuu. A., TM3, 1924, crp. 
98-107, 445-446 (ZJjonoaHenne). 

Ilyrxa [lymmx«uua. - /Kusub uckycctsa, 1924, No 1, crp. 13. 


Peyensuu 


Aauymue 30aoTa (Kunoduapn). — /Ku3sHb uckyccTBa, 1924, 
No 15, crp. 12-13. [lognucs: B. TI. 

Baectamjaa no6eaza ,,CessankuHo (kuHOduAm ,,/[Bopey u 
Kpenoctn*‘). — /KusHb uckyccTBa, 1924, No 5, crp. 26. 
Boastep: Opaeaucxaa gesctsenHuya. Ilosma B aBaguaTu 
oa~How necue. Ilepesog IT. Agamosuua, H. Iymuaesa, I. 
Vsanosa, nog peg. M. Aosmucxoro. Berynurt. cr. C. Moxyas- 
cxoro. Tom nepali. M.-A., Bcemupuas autepatypa, loc. usz., 
MCMXX. - Pycckuii coppemenuuk, 1924, No 4, crp. 266- 
267. Ilognucs: Bb. T. 

T'uesgo a1o6su (KunoduabM). — 7KusHb ucxyccrBa, 1924, No 
17, crp. 16. Tloanucs: B. I. 
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II. Ty6ep: Jjou-Kyancxuit cnucox A. C. Ilymxuna. II6., 
Usa-80 ,,[lerporpaa*, MCMXX. Crp. 279. — Pyccxnit 
coBpeMeHHUK, 1924, No 1, crp. 322-323. 

B. #Kupmyuckuii: Baiipox u Ilyumun. U3 ucropuu pomautu- 
weckoii noomsI. A., 34-80 Academia, 1924. Tpy Abi H.-H. MH-Ta 
CPpaBHHTeAbHOM MCTOPHM ASKIKOB M AMTepaTypHI Sanaga u 
Bocroxa npu ®. O. H. Aenuurp. Yu-ra, No 1. Crp. 332. - 
Pycckuii coppemenuuk, 1924, No 2, crp. 297-299. 

VM ewe Ilyuxunmana (Ha xu.: Tpoccman, A.: Drogn o 
Ilymxune. M.-IIr., 1923; Ty6ep, II. K.: Joxu-*Kyancxuis 
cnucokx Ilymxuna. IIr., 1923; Epmaxos, UM. J.: Driogn no 
licMxoAormu TBopyectsBa Ilymm«una. M.-IIr., 1923). — Kuan 
mckyccTBa, 1924, No 2, crp. 15-16. 

Kapauk-mpecrynHuk (kHHOduwAbM). — 7KusHb MCKyCccTBa, 
1924, No 17, crp. 16. [lognucp: B. I. 

Kuno (0630p). — #KusHp uckyccrBa, 1924, No 20, crp. 18. 
Tloanucs: B. YT. 

Kuno (0630p). — 7KusHb ucxycctBa, 1924, No 24, crp. 17. 
Iloannucs: B. I. 

»Ha KpbIAbax BBBICh’. (KMHO®HABM). — JKusHb MCKYyCCTBAa, 
1924, No 11, crp. 13. 

Heo6sikHopeHHpie TIpHKAOWeHMA MuCTepa Becta B crpaHe 
6oAbmleBuKOB (KHHO®MAbM). — /KusHb uCkyccTBa, 1924, No 21, 
ctrp. 19. [loanucs: B. I. 

IIpocrsie cepaya (kuHOduARM). — 7Ku3Hb MCKyCCTBa, 1924, 
No 15, crp. 13. [loanucs: B.T. 

500 HOBBIX OCTpoT uw KaAaMOypos Ilymm«una. Co6paa A. 
Kpyyenpr. M., Usa. asropa, 1924. Crp. 71. — Pyccxnit 
CoBpeMecHHUK, 1924, No 3, crp. 264-265. [loanuce: Bb. T. 
»,CauTox. II] AasMaHax autepatypHoro o6mectsa ,,Huxku- 
TuHcKue cy66oTHuku’. M.-/A., 3emaa u habpuKa, 1924. Crp. 
230. — Pyccxuii coppemenHux, 1924, No 3, crp. 272-274. 
Tpoccmau-Ilymxun u A. Ilense. 

Tupax (kuHoduanM). — 7KusHb uckycctTBa, 1924, No 17, crp. 
16. Iloanucs: B. I. 

».paregua aw6su“ (,,Koaocc’). (KunoduabM). — 7Ku3Hb 
uckycctTsa, 1924, No 9g, crp. 15. [loanucp: B. TY. 

JO. Tsmanos: [Ipo6aema cruxorsopxoro s3bika. Poccuilicxnit 
MHCTUTYT uckyccTB. Bonpocsi nostTuKn. Bam. V. A., Academia, 
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1924. Crp. 138. — Pyccxuii coppemenuux, 1924, No 3, crp. 
265-268. 

Baagucaas Xogacesuy: [lostuyeckoe xosaiictso [lymxuna. 
Ku. 1. A., Usa. ,,Msican, 1924. Crp. 156. - Pycckuit cospe- 
M€HHHK, 1924, No 3, crp. 262-263. 

» Jena MoagaHua® u ,,TepHprit puzuKioAb” (KMHOMABMEI). — 
Kuss uckycctBa, 1924, No 17, crp. 16. [lognucs: B. I. 
Foolish wives (,,Cmaenqua‘). (KuxHoguanM). — JKu3Hb 
uckyccTBa, 1924, No 10, crp. 16. 


1925 
Tlymmxun. Coppemenunie mpo6aembl MCTOPHKO-AMTepaTypHoro 
usyyenua. A., O6pasoBaHne, 1925. 134 CTP. 
Teopua autepatyppi. Ilostuxa. A., TM3, 1925. 232 crp. 
To xe: 2-e, ucmp. u3q. M.-A. 1927. 232 crp.; 3-e ucmp. “34. 
1927. 236 cTp.; 4-e 434. 1928, 240 CTp.; 5-€, HCP. u34. 1930. 
240 cTp.; 6-e 434. 1931, 244 CTp. 
@opmaabubiii MeTo4. (BMecro Hekpoaora). — B ku. Coppemen- 
Haa AuTepatypa. COopxHuk crate. A., Maicas, 1925, cTp. 
144-153. 
Die PuSkin-Forschung seit 1914. — Zeitschrift fiir Slavische 
Philologie, Bd. 2, Doppelheft 1/2, 1925, S. 236-261. 


1926 


Tenesuc ,,[lecen sanagusrx caapaH’’. — Ateneii, KH. 3, A., 


1926, CTp. 35~45- 
To xe: B xu.: Tomamescxuii, b.: O cruxe. A., [Ipu6oii, 1929, 


cTp. 77-93- 


. Tlyuxun u Byaao. — B xu.: [lymxun 8 muposoit autepatype. 


A., TU3, 1926, crp. 13-63. 


1927 


Aaexcanap Cepreesuy Ilymxun. A., PM3, 1927. 32 crp. 

A. B. Koasyos. Bbuorpapuyecxuii ovepx. — B xu: A. B. 
Koanyos: Cruxotrsopenua. M. A., PU3, 1927, crp. 128-157. 
Ilymmuu “4 uTaAbaHcKaa onepa. — [lyumun u ero coppemeH- 
HHKH, BIT. 31-32, A., 1927, crp. 49-60. 

Y ucrokos deanetoua. — B xu.: Deanerou. COopuux crateii. 
A., Academia, 1927, crp. 59-71. 
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@panyysckaa mMeaogpama Hayaaa XIX sexa (u3 ucTopuu 
BOABHOH Tparejun). — B kx.: Bpemenuuk Orgeaa caoBecHnix 
ucxyccTB, Bin. 2: Ilosruxa. A., Academia, 1927, crp. 55-82 
(Toc. mH-T ucTopuu ucKyccTs). 

@panyysckaa AuTepaTypa B mucbMax Ilymmuna x E. M. 
Xurtposo. — B xx.: [lymm«un, A. C.: [ucema x E. M. Xurposo. 
A., Usa. Axag. nayxk CCCP, 1927, crp. 205-256. 
@Mpanyysckne Zeaa 1830-31 r. — B xu.: Ilymxun, A. C.: 
IIucpma k Eausapete Muxaiiaosue Xurposo. A., Usa. Axag. 
Hnayk CCCP, 1927, crp. 301-361. 

@Mpanyysckaa opdorpadua Ilymmuna Bp mucbmax Kk E. M. 
Xutposo. —- B xu.: [lymmun, A. C.: [Iuchma x Eansasete 
Muxaiinaosue Xurtposo. A., M34. Axag. nayk CCCP, 1927, 


cTp. 362-371. 


Peyeusuu 


,,.lyumkuH B 2xH3HU‘ Bepecaesa. — Kpacuaa raseta, M., seq. 
BBIII., 1927, 20 Maa. Iloanncs: T. B. 


1928 


Kparxuit xypc nostuxu. M.-A., PM3, 1928. 131 crp. (yae6- 
HBbIe MOCOOuA AAA WIKOA I HM 2 CTyeHH). 

To xe: 2-e M34. 1929. 132 CTP.; 3-€ M34. 1929, 132 CTP.; 
4-€ u34. 1930. 160 cTp.; 5-e u34. 1931. 160 crp. 

IIucateab u kHura. Ouvepxu texcroaorun. A., [Ipu6oii, 1928. 
230 CTp. 

Sametxu o Ilymmune. III. Pebyrayuu bepauxepa. — Ilyuxun 
M eTO COBPeMeHHHKH, Bb. 37. A., 1928, cTp. 119-122. 
Crux u putm. Merogoaoruueckue sameyaHua. — B ku.: 
Bpemenuux Orgeara caopecHbix uckyccTs, Bam. 4: [lostuxa. 
A., Academia, 1928, crp. 5-25 (Toc. mH-T ucropuu MCKyccTB). 
To xe: B xu.: Tomamescxuii, b.: O cruxe. A., 1929, crp. 
37-62. 

La nouvelle école d’histoire littéraire en Russie —- Revue des 
Etudes Slaves, t. 8, fasc. 3-4, 1928, p. 226-240. 

Nova ruska skola v badani literarné-historickém. Prosloveno 
po francouzsku v schizi Prazského linguistického krouzku 
dne 7. unora 1928. — Casopis pro moderni filologii, roé. 15, se&. 
1, 1928, S. 12-15. 
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1929 
O cruxe. Cratsu. A., [Ipu6oii, 1929. 327 crp. 
Samerxu 0 Ilymxuue. — B xu.: Bpemenuuk Orgeaa caoBecHnix 
uckyccTs, Bam. 5: [Tlostuxa. A., Academia, 1929, crp. 68-71. 
IIlymm«un (Buorp. ovepk u 6u6anorpadua). — Dayukaoneszn- 
weckuit cAoBapb Pycckoro 6u6anorp. uH-ta I’panat. M3,. 7-e. 
T. 34. Crp. 146-188, 192. M. (1929). 


Peyensuu 


PuSkin, Alex.: Car Nikita, pohadka. Pr. 1928. Kamilla 
Neumannova. PfeloZila Gallova. - Slavische Rundschau, 1929, 
Nr. 6, p. 476-478. 

1930 
Ajoctoescxuii-pegaxtop. - B xu.: Jocroescxuli, D. M.: 
Iloanoe co6paHue xyZoxecTBeHHEIX mpousBegeHnii, T. 13. 
M.-A., TM3, 1930, crp. 559-593- 
Meaoun o Ilyumune. 1: Maaenpxas nomxa. — II. Mcrowm« 
cTuxoTsopeHua ,,Kak Cc ApeBa COpBaACa IIpeAaTeAb-y4CHUK“. 
Ilymxuu u ero coppemeHHuKH, BEIT. 38-39. A., 1930, CTP. 
76-81. 
Hens janupie Matepuaanl 0 [lymxune. 2: WuHosHuk u m09T. — 
6: [lymmxuu u Beqwubrit Mup (Hen34aHHbIi OTpEIBOK). — SBe3Ja, 
1930, No 7, crp. 216-217, 227-230. 
Pa6ora Ilyumuna nag cruxom. — Aut. yae6a, 1930, No 4, 
cTp. 30-45- 

1931 
K ucropuu ,,Cruxorsopennit B mpose”. — B xu.: Typrenes, 
MM. C.: Cruxorsopenua 8 mpose. M.-A.: Academia, 1931, crp. 
131-166. [Ipumeaanua, 167-176. 


. Mason. A,: [lapuxckue pyxonucu M1. C. Typrenesa. Ilep. c 


pany. IO. Tan. [log peg. Bb. Tomamesckoro. M.-A., Acade- 
mia, 1931. 257 CTp. 

Ilymxuu, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panue coumnenuit. B 6-1Tu Tomax. 
T. 6: [lyresogureas no Ilyumuny. [Ipma. x xypu. ,,Kpacnaa 
Husa“ wa 1931 rog. M. -A., TUXA, 1931. 399 crp. 

b. TomamiesckuM HalMcaHbi CTaTbu: AaekcaHApuHiickuit CTux. 
— Anaxeao. — Baansak. — Bantsnu-Kamencxuii. — benxengopé. 
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— Bepanxe. — ,,bopuc Togyxos“. - Byaao. —- Bamnup. - 
Boastep. — Taspuanaga. — lexsamerp. — l'exxepx. — Tenpux 
IV. — uso. — Toro. — Jjante. — Jjantec. — ,,/jomux B Koaom- 
He“. — ,,Esrenuii Onerun’. — Koko. — Sagexa. — ,,Seacnaa 
aammia“. — Usmaiiaos A. E. — ,,Actopua [lyrayescxoro 6yx- 
ta‘. — Wroancxaa pesonroyua. — ,, Kamenniii rocts“. — Kap6o- 
Hapuu. — Kapa X. — Kaaccux. — Koao a’Dp6ya. — Koxncran 
b. — Kopuean. — Kpe6nason. — Aarapn. — Aamaprun. — ,,Aute- 
parypuag rasera‘. — Auyeit. - Arogosux XYIII. - Mepume. - 
Muaopasosuy. — Moasep. — Mucce A. - Oaa. — Ilapuu. - 
Ilecreas. — Pacun. — Pudma. — Pusapacon. — Pycco K.-2K. - 
Ceu-IIbep. —- Coner. — Craas. — Typrenes H. U1. — Degopos, 
b. M. — Xopeii. — ,, Japp Huxura”’. — Ilexcnup. — Ilense. - 
Iluaaep. — Daerua. — AMO. 


1932 
138. Asrorpadsi lere 8s co6panuax Akagzemun Hayk CCCP. - B xu. : 
Tere, 1832-1932. A., Usa. Axaga. nayxk CCCP, 1932, crp. 
80-92. 
1933 


139. WMpon-xomuyeckas noma. Peg. u mpumes. b. Tomauresckoro. 

A., Wisqg. mucateaeti 8 Aenunrpage, 1933. 775 crp. (B-Ka 
nosta. [log pea. M. Toppxoro). 
TomalleBckuM HallMcaHbi cratbu: Wpon-komuueckaa mosMa 
(crp. 77-87). — B. MU. Maiixos (crp. 91-98). —- M. J. Uyaxos 
(crp. 181-193). — Tlossua namsHanKy (ectp. 241-260). — 
H. II. Ocunos (crp. 263-266). - Axexcanap Koreabnuykuii 
(crp. 467-468). - Mpan Haymos (crp. 539-542). — E. Aroyen- 
ko (cTp. 567-573) — Komuueckas nosmMa B Hauaae XIX Beka 
(crp. 629-634). — B. A. Ilyumun (crp. 639-645). — A. A. 
Iaxosckoii (crp. 657-668). 

140. A. A. Jeassur. — B xu.: Jeansur, A. A.: [loanoe co6panue 
cruxorsopenuii. A., Usa. mucareaeii B Aenunrpage, 1934, 
cTp. 41-102 (b-xa nostra. Ilog peg. M. Toppxoro). 

141. Jjecaraa raasa ,,Esrenua Oneruna®™. Ucropua pasragku. — 
Aut. nacaegctso, T. 16-18, M., 1934, cTp. 379-420. 

142. Ws Ilym«uucxux pykxonnceii. - Tam xe, crp. 278-318. 

143. Msaaanua cruxorsopHnx TexcTos [lym«una nocae Oxta6pa. — 

Tam xe, CTp. 1055-1112. 
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1934 


WUxonorpagua Ilymm«una Ao noprpetos Kunpeucxoro u Tpo- 
mMHMHa. — Tam xe, crp. 961-968. Iloanucs: b. Bopcxuii. 
Matepmaabi lo ucTOopum Mepsoro cobpaHua CTMxXOTBOpeHnii 
Ilymxuna (1826). 1: Terpags Bcesoaxcxoro. — II. Kanuu- 
cTOBCKas TeTpasb. — Tam xe, crp. 825-868 . 


. Tlymxuu u pomansl @panyysckux pomantTukos. (K pucyHkam 


Ilymm«una). - Tam xe, crp. 947-960. 
Ilymmuncxui goar mepea, gexa6puctamu. — Use. WUK 
CCCP u BILWK, 1934, 6 utona, crp. 5. 
To xe: Cos. Komcomoaey, ApxaHTeABCK, 1934, I2 HIOAA, 


cTp. 3. 


1935 


Becsr. — B xu.: ®. M. Ajocroescxuii: Marepmaani u uccaego- 
panua. A., Usq. Axag. Hayx CCCP, 1935, crp. 397-403. 
Kamenusmi rocrs. — B xu.: [lymxun: [loanoe co6panue 
counHenuit, T. 7: Apamatuueckue npoussegenua. A., Us. 
Axag. Hayk CCCP, 1935, crp. 547-578. 

Kuumuescxue roan (Ilymm«una). — Aut. Aenunrpag, 1935, 
20 ceHT#Opas, CTP. 3. 

TIlyumun. — B xu.: [lyumun A. C. Counnenna. A., Toc. usa. 
XyJOX. AMT., 1935, cTp. XXY-XII.— 

To xe: 1936; u34. 2-e, HCMp. M AON. 1937; 1938. 

To xe: B xu.: A. [lymmxun, 1873-1937, [lamarxa, Cratsu u 
MaTepuaabl JAd AoKAaga. A., Aenusgat, 1937, CTP. 159-249. 
Asem wu crus [lymm«una. — B xu. : [lymm«un, A. C.: Coumnenua. 
A., Toc. “34. xy4O*XK. AMT., 1935. CTp. 918-923. 

To xe: 1936, crp. 918-923; u3q4. 2-e, Mcp. uM AON. 1937, 
Crp. 959-964; 1938, crp. 959-961. 

Pyxow Ilyumuna. Heco6pannsie u Heomy6ankoBaHHEle TeK- 
cts. [logroropuau kK meaaTu HM KOMMeHTHpoBaAH M. A. L[Is- 
BaosckHi, A. B. Mogsaaescxuit, T. IT. Senrep. M.-A., 
Academia, 1935, 926 crp. 

Crp. 238-244: ny6amkayua mAaHos usganus Co6p. cruxot- 
Bopenuit 1829 r. [lymxuna 8 Tpanckpunyuu b. Tomamies- 
cxoro. Crp. 319-320: TpaHckpHmyua samucu Ilyum«una 
»»PaCXOAMAMCh 110 MoraHCKOMy rpaay.. .“. 
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1936 


K. H. Bariomxos. — B xx.: Batiomxkos, K. H.: Cruxorsopenna. 
M., Cos. mucateab, 1936, crp. 5-49 (B-ka mosta, Maaaa 
cepua, No 9). 


. A. Zeassur. - B xu.: Jeassur, A. A.: Cruxorsopenua. M.-A., 


Cos. mucateab, 1936, crp. 538 (B-ka nosta, Manas cepna, 
No 18). 


. 3a nogauuuoro IlyurKuna. — Aut. coppemenuux, 1936, No 8, 


CTp. 171-175. 


. Wcropua terpagu Bcesoaoxckoro. — Aetonucu Loc. aut. 


mysea, T. 1; [lymxun, M., 1936, crp. 30-79. 


. K ucropuu texcta smurpamMsi ,, lam, rae ApesHuli Kouepros- 


cxuii*. — B xu.: Ilymmxun. — Bpemenuuk [lyurkuuckoit komuc- 
cum, T. 1. M.-A., 1936, crp. 215-218. Cosmecruo c M. C. 
AABTMaHOM. 

Kparkas cupaska o apame Ilymxuna ,,bopuc Toazyxnos“. - 
B xu.: [lymxun, A. C.: Bopuc Toaynos. M.-A., Ucxyccrso, 
1936, crp. 129-131. 

To xe: B xu.: Ilymxun, A. C.: Bopuc Toayxos. A.-M., 
Uckyccrso, 1940, crp. 134-136. 

»,Maaenpxue tpareguu’ Ilymmuna u Moasep. - B xu.: 
Tlymm«ux. Bpemenuux [lymmuncxoit komuccuu. T. 1. M.-A., 
1936, crp. 115-133. 

Meaoun o Ilyurxune, 1: Bunsertka k ,,[Ipiranam’’; 2: ,,becos- 
cxoe 6oaoro“. — B xu.: [lymmun. Bpemenuuk [lyumunckoit 
komuccun. T. 2. M.-A., 1936, crp. 294-296. 

O aatuposxe ,,Cxasku 0 none u o pabotuuxke ero Baage™. — 
B xu.: [lymxun. Bpemenuux [lyumuncxoii xomuccun. T. 2. 
M.-A., 1936, crp. 320-324. Cosmectuo c M. K. Asagosckuo. 


. Tlompasxu Ilymmuna x texcty ,,Esrenua Oueruna“. — Tam 


*e, CTp. 8-11. 

IIposa (ITym«una). - Cmena, M., 1936, No 9, crp. 32-33. 
B. A. [lymm«un. - B xu.: Kapamsun m mosTEI ero BpeMeHH. 
Cruxorsopenua. M.-A., Cos. mucateab, 1936, crp. 377-390. 
Tlymm«un 8 Muxaiiaosckom (1824-1826 rr.). — [lymm«uncxuit 
KOAXO3HHK, 1936, 15 eBpaag, CTP. I. 


. Tlyurxun u wxusie zexa6puctsi. — Kpacuaa szesga, M., 1936, 


6 Iona. 
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»LJaransr’ u ,,Megusiiit scaguux’ A. C. [lymmuna. — B xu.: 
TIlymm«un, A. C.: [[pransr. Meguerit scaguux. Peg., mpequca. 
wu mupumey. b. Tomamescxoro. A., Tocaurusgat, 1936, crp. 
4-6. 

To xe: u34., CTp. 5-8. 


Peyeusuu 


A. C. Ilyumun: [loanoe co6panue cowmHenuii B Q TOMax. 
Tlog o6m. pea. IO. T. Oxcmana u M. A. Lapaoscxoro, Tom 
V; Esrenuii Onerun. Poman 8 cruxax. [logroroska tTekcta 
u kommeut. I’. O. Bunoxypa. A., Academia, 1935. 391 crp. — 
B xu.: I[lymxun. Bpemenuux [lym«uuckoi xomuccun. T. 1. 
M.-A., 1936, crp. 318-322. 

A. H. Coxoaos: Or xkommueckoi mOsMBI K COlMMaAbHO- 
TICHXOAOrM4ecKOMy pomaHy. (O komnosuyun ,,Esrenua Oue- 
runa‘‘). Tpyabr Opexoso-3yesckoro neg. uH-Ta. Kad. 23. u 
aut. M., 1936, crp. 68-93. — B xx.: [lyumun. Bpemenuux 
Tlymm«uucxoi xomuccun. T. 2. M.-A., 1936, crp. 436-437. 


1937 


Pyxonucu Ilymm«una, xpanauueca B [lymmKuuckom Jone. 
HayaHoe onucanue. M.-A., 1937, 395 crp. (Akag. HayK 
CCCP. Wu-r aureparypsi (Ilymmuncknii Jom)). Cosmectuo 
c A. B. Mogsaaescxum. 

Esrennit Ouerun. — B xu.: [lymmxun, A. C.: Esrenuit Onernu. 
A., Tocaurusgat, 1937. cTp. 155-198. 

»Esrennit Oxnernn“ Ilyumuna. — B xu.: Esrennii Onerun. 
Onepa II. UW. Yaiixoscxoro. A.-M., Ucxyccrso, 1937, crp. 
5-21. 

3a nogaunuoro [lym«uuna. (Orsetr E. Tapae). — Aut. kputux, 
1937, KH. 4, CTP. 145-156. 

VMs uepxHosuxos ,,Oneruna‘’. Hospsie matepuaani. — Beu. 
Mocxsza, 1937, 23 AHBapa, CTP. 3. 


. Uccaegosareanu Beaukoro nacaegua (A. C. [lyumuna). — Cos. 


cTygenyectso, 1937, No 1, crp. 70-72. 
Kpatkas cnpaska o 4pamax Ilyum«una. — B xu.: [lyuxun, 


A. C.: Apamaruyeckue mpousspegenus. M.-A., 1937, cTp. 
184-188. 
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O nosectu Ilymxuna ,,Kupaxaan“. — Koctep, 1937, No 2, 
crp. 69-70. 

Tlosmui. — B xu.: lyumun, A. C.: Toomer. A., Pocaurusgart, 
1937, CTp. 389-421. 

Ilymxun u Aadonten. — B xu.: [lym«un. Bpemenuux Iyu- 
KMHCKOH Komuccun. T. 3. M.-A., 1937, cTp. 215-254. 
Ilymxuxn u panyysckaa Autepatypa. - Aur. Hacae,cTBoO, 
T. 31-32, M., 1937, crp. 1-76. 

Ilyumun Ha yKpauHckom asbike. — KuwxHbie HOBOCTH, 1937, 
No 1, crp. 52. [loanucs: b. T. 

Tlyumunckas kuura 4 xyfoxHUK. — Ant. COBpeMeHHHK, 1937, 
No 1, crp. 218-222. 


1938 


Peyexnsuu 


. JKusnp [Ilyumuna (Ayaxos, [.: *Kusns Ilymxuna. M., 


Tosautusgat, 1938). — Aut. o6ospenne, 1938, No 23, crp. 
46-51. 
1939 


Sametku o Ilyumune. 1: Ogun us ucrowmxos ,,[loatassi‘ 
(Ilymxun u Tepyex); 2: [lymmun u [nu66on. — B xu.: Ilym- 
kuH. Bpemenuuk Ilymmunckoi komuccuu. T. 4-5. M.-A., 
1939, cp. 481-485. 


. Ham uyxHbI xopomme AuTepaTypHbie cipaBownuKu. — Aut. 


KPUTHK, 1939, KH. 5-6, crp. 277-281. 

IlepponayaabHas pegzakyua XI raaser ,,KanuTaHckoi 4o4¥- 
xu“. — B xu.: [lymmxun. Bpemenuuxk Ilymxuuckol Komuccun. 
T. 4-5. M.-A., 1939, crp. 5-13. 

Pyxonucu A. C. Ilymxuna. Dororunmuygeckoe us3gaHue. 
Aas6om 1833-1835 rr. Terpaab No 2374 [ly6anaHoit 6u6an0- 
texu CCCP um. B. MW. Aennna. Kommentapuii. M., Toca- 
THM34aT, 1939, 71 CTp. 

Crp. 29, 57-58: Kommentapuit b. B. Tomamiesckxoro k 
»,PpaHyysckux pudmayeit.. .“ u Crmcox mpoussejennii. 


Peyensuu 


Pycckaa kyAbTypa u Opanyua. Aut. HacAcACTBO, KH. 29-30 
M 31-32. ,,Pycckaa kyAbrypa u @Mpanyua‘’. T. I uw II. M., 
1937. — Aur. o6ospenne, 1939, No 7, crp. 60-69. 
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1940 


. Macrep nepesoga (M. A. Aosmucknii). - Uckyccrso 1 2xusHb, 


1940, No 8, crp. 10-13. 

Ilym«un u Hapognocts. - Aut. KpuTHk, 1940, KH. 5-6, cTp. 
56-81. 

IlyuxuH u panyysckaa peBoAioyMoHHaa ofa (Dxymap 
Ae6pex). — Mss. Axag. nayk CCCP. Org-nue antepatypsi u 
a3bika, 1940, No 2, crp. 25-55. 

Tocygapcrsennaa Ily6amaquaa Ou6anorexa umenun M. E. 
Caatsixosa-I[[eapuna. Kpatxuii orget Pyxonucuoro oTgeaa 
3a 1914-1938 roan. A., 1940. — 3Besga, 1940, No 11, cTp. 190. 


Peyen3uu 


O xuure A. Tumodeesa (Teopua cruxa. Tocautusgat, 1939. 
232 crp.). — Aut. xputux, 1940, No 7-8, crp. 269-274. 
Aeoung I'poccman: Ilymmun. M., Moaogaa rsapaua, 1939. - 
Spesga, 1940, No 7, crp. 207-209. 

C. Moxyascxuit: Pacun. A., Tocaurusgat, 1940. — 3Besaga, 
1940, No 12, crp. 181-182. 


. Pyxonucu A. C. Ilymxuna. @ororummueckoe usganue. 


Aas6om 1833-1835 rogos. M., Tocaurusgat, 1939. — SBesaa, 
1940, No 8-9, crp. 320-322. 


. , Yaensie sanucku No 33. Cepua Duaoa. HayK, Baim. 2. Asqzanne 


Aenuurp. roc. yH-Ta. Aenuurpaa, 1939. Peg. mpod. I. A. T'y- 
KoBcKHii. 308 crp. — Aut. kputux, 1940, No 5-6, crp. 277-282. 


. Aaexcanazp Leiraun: Mactepcrso Ilymxuna. M., Cos. 


mucaTeAb, 1938. — Spesga, 1940, No 8-9, crp. 325-327. 
Aungpe Ilense: Us6pannsie nponssegenua. A., Tocautusgar, 
1940. — SBesga, 1940, No 11, crp. 177-180. 


1941 


Ilymxux u poguna. M.-A., U3a4. AH CCCP, 1941. 36 crp. 
(Axag. Hayk CCCP. Wu-1 autrepatypm (Ilymmuncxuii Jom). 
O6opoxuaa cepua). Copmectuo c A. M1. Tpymxnnsm. 
Ilostuueckoe nacaeqgue Ilymm«una. (Aupuka u mopMBI). - 
B xu. : [lyumun — pogoHaiaabHuk HOBO pyccKoli AMTepaTypHI. 
M.-A., 1941, crp. 263-334 (Axaa. Hayk CCCP, Un-1 mupo- 
Boi AuTepatypsi um. A. M. Topsxoro). 
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IIposa Aepmontosa mu 3allaqHo-esponelickaad AMTepaTypHaa 
Tpagnyua. — Aut. Hacaegcrso, T. 43-44: M. IO. Aepmouros. 
M., 1941, crp. 469-516. 

Ilyumun “ Hapoguocts. — B xu.: [lymun — pogonayaAbHuk 
HOBO pyccKkol Autepatypsi. M.-A., 1941, crp. 67-100 (Axaa. 
Hayk CCCP, Mu-t muposoit autepatypsi um. A. M. Topsxoro). 
A. II. Axy6osus. — B xx.: [lyumun. Bpemenuuk [lymm«uncxoit 
xomuccun. T. 6. M.-A., 1941, cTp. 5-14. 


Peyensuu 


M. 3aropcxuit: [lyum«un u tearp. M.-A., Ucxyccrso, 1940. - 
Spesga, 1941, No 1, crp. 181-183. 

Mupep: Axmet-Axait Osen6amcxnit. [leppaa kHura cKa30K. 
M., Cosetcxuii mucateab, 1940. — 3pesga, 1941, No 3, cTp. 
178-179. 


1944 


Ajaute B nepesoge M. Aosuucxoro. — Autepatypa u uckyccT- 
BO, 1944, II MapTa. CTP. 4. 


1945 


Tsopyeckui nyts B. A. Ulummosa. - Amt. rasera, 1945, 
17 MapTa, CTP. 2. 


1946 
Tlyurkun u 1oxHbie CAaBaHe. — Hayausrit Gro,aetenb AcHuurp. 
. yH-ta, No 11-12, 1946, crp. 44-46. 

CruxorsopHaa cuctema ,,fopa or yma‘. — B xu.: A. C. 
T'pu6oegos, 1795-1829. COopxux crate nog peg. MW. Kaaby- 
Hosckoro “ A. Caonumckoro. M., Toc. aut. myse 1946, 
CTp. 74-109. 

Tlyumun u roxKubIe CAaBaHe. - Yuen. samucku Mock. rop. 
meq. uH-Ta uM. B. II. [loremxuna. T. 7. Kafeapa pyccxoit 


AMTepaTyPpH, BbITI. I, 1946, CTp. 41-50. 


1947 
»»boAbHOCTS [lymmuna. — Autrepatypa B umkoae, 1947, No 1, 
CTP. 9-21. 
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Crux ,,[opa or yma”. — B kH.: Pycckme KAaCCMKM €M TeaTp. 
A.-M., Ucxyccrso, 1947, crp. 192-254. 


1948 
K. H. Batiomxos. — B xu.: Batiom«os, K. H.: Cruxorsopenua. 
M., Cos. mucateab, 1948, crp. V-LX. (B-ka mosta, Manaa 
cepua). 
K ucropuu pycckol pudmui. — Tpyabn Otregaa HoBolt pycckoit 
AutTepatyphi, T. 1. M.-A., 1948, crp. 233-280 (AH CCCP. 
MPAN). 
Ilerep6ypr B Tsopuectse [lymmxunua. —- B xu.: [lymxuncxnit 
Ilerep6ypr. C6opHux matepuaaos. Peg. b. B. Tomamescxoro. 
A., Aenusaat, 1949, CTp. 3-40. 
», aspuga“ Ilyurmuna. —- Yaeu. sanucku Aenuurp. roc yuH-tTa, 
No 122 Cepua pmaoa. HayK, Bhim. 16, 1949, CTp. 97-124. 


1951 
Sa6nirsri orppiBok u3 ,,AprupaH‘ B. Kroxean6exepa. — B ku.: 
Ajexa6pucrsi u ux Bpema. Matepmuaasi u coo6menua. M.-A., 
Ms. Axag. Hayk CCCP, 1951, crp. 89-96. 
(Auyeiicxoe yeTBepoctummue). Ily6aukayua 1 KOMMeHTapuH. 
— Aut. apxus, kH. 3. M.-A., 1951, crp. 11-12. 
Alsbik M AuTepatypa. — B xu.: Bonpocsi aurepaTypoBegzeHua B 
csete Tpygos M1. B. Craauua no ssbikosHaHu. (/joKaaabi Ha 
o6be4AMHeEH. C€CCHM MH-TOB 15-19 Mas 1951 r.). M., 1951, 
CTp. 174-194. 
Asp u AMTepatypa. — Oxta6pp, 1951, No 7, crp. 166-176. 
bu6avorpagus npoussegenuit A. C. [lyumkuna u autepatypsi 
oO HeM. 1949 106maAciiHEI rog. M.-A., 1951, 566 crp. (Axag. 
Hayk CCCP. Wu-t pyccxot aurepatyps: (Ilymmuncxnii 
Alom)). 


1952 
AlspiK HM cTHAb. CrenorpamMa ny6amqHon Aekyun. A., 3HaHue, 
1952. 32 crp. (Bceco1o3. o-Bo 10 pacipocrpaHeHMO MOAT. H 
Hay4. 3HaHMii AeHHHTDp. OTJ-Hue). 


1953 


HesapepuieHHbie KMUIMHEBCKHe 3aMBICAb [lym«una. — B Ku.: 
Ilyumun, Uccaegosanua u matepmaant. Tpyan Tpertseii 
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BcecowsHoi nyuikMHCKOH KoHpepenyun. M.-A., M34. Axaa. 
uayk CCCP, 1953, crp. 171-212. 


1954 
Bonpocsi s3bika B NapHxKcKol Aekyuu Kioxean6exepa. — Aut. 
HacaeAcTBo, T. 59, M., 1954, CTP. 355-364. 
VWcropusm Ilyumuna. — Yuen. samucku /Aenuurp. roc. yH-Ta, 
No 173. Cepua waAoa. HayK. BBIM. 20, 1954, CTp. 41-85. 


1955 


Heuspecruoe cruxotrsopenue A. Becryxesa. — Yuen. 3anMcku 
Aenuurp. roc. yH-ta, No 200. Cepua @maoa. HayK, BBIII. 25, 
1955, CTP. 205-207. 

Texcr cruxorsopenua Ilymmuna ,,Kaconatrpa“. — Yeu. 
sanucku Aenuurp. Toc. yu-ta, No 200. Cepua @uaoa. HayK, 
BBII. 25, 1955, CTp. 216-227. 

Tlymxun. — B xu.: [lymmun. A. C.: Cruxorsopenua. B 3-x 
Tomax. T. 1. A., Cos. mucaTeab, 1955, cTp. 5-68 (b-xa nosra. 
Ocnosana M. Topsxum. Boabuiaa cepua. 2-e 134.). 


1956 


Ilyumun. Ku. 1 (1813-1824). M.-A., 1956. 743 crp. (Axaa. 
Hayk CCCP. Wu-r pyccxoi amutepatyps: (Ilymxuncknit 
lom)). 

Astorpags [lymmuna. — Hepa, 1956, No 9, crp. 202. 
Bonpocsi ssbika B TBOpyectsBe Ilymmxuna. — B xu.: [lyurmun, 
Mccaegosanua u Matepuaani, T. 1. M.-A., 34. Axag. nayk 
CCCP, 1956, crp. 126-184. 

Ocuosubie stabi nyuikuHose senna. — B ku. : O61gee co6panue 
Orgeaenua AMTepaTypbl M A3bIKa 4-5 MIOHA 1956 r., mOCBA- 
qweHHoe 50-AeTu0 Ilymmuncxoro Joma. Pedeparsi AoKAa OB. 
A., Usa. Axag. Hayk CCCP, 1956, crp. 9-12. 
Tlyumuunosegenue. — B xu.: 50 aet Ilymmuncxoro Joma. 
M.-A., 1956, crp. 55-78 (Axaa. Hayk CCCP. Wn-r pyccxoit 
autepatyps (Ilymmuncxuii Jjom)). 

Cxaska 06 opae. (Ms 6ymar Ilymmuna). — B xu.: [lymxun. 
Wccaegosanusa u Matepuaan. T. 1. M -A., Usq. Axag. nayk 
CCCP, 1956, crp. 236-238. 
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236. Dnurpamms Ilymxuna na Kapamsuna. — Tam xe, crp. 208- 
215. 


1957 


Peyensuu 


237. B. O. Unbegaun: Russian Versification. Oxford, 1956. 164 
ctp. — Bompocni ssbikosHaHua, 1957, No 3, crp. 127-134. 


1958 


238. Crux u asp. M., 1958. 64 crp. (Akaa. hayk CCCP. Coser- 
CKMMi KOMHTET CAaBHCTOB). 

239. Crpoguxa Ilymxuna. — B xu.: [lym«un. Uccaegosanua u 
matepwaan. T. 2. M.-A., W3q. Axag. nayxk CCCP, 1958, 


cTp. 49-184. 


II, PEAAKTOPCKAA PABOTA 


IIlyumun, A. C.: T'aspuanuaga. [looma. Peg., mpumey. 1 KOMMeHT. 
B. Tomamescxoro. Tpyast [lymmunckxoro Joma. II6., 1922. 112 


Tapumu, B. M.: Us6panusie paccxasni. Peg. b. Tomamescxnii. 
M.-IIr., TU3, 1923, 221 crp. (Kaaccuxu pycck. Aut., 74). 

Ocrposcxuii, A. H.: Counnenua. T. 4-11. I16., PM3, 1923-1926. 
Tr. 4-10 peg. b. Tomamescxuii. T. 11 peg. b. Tomamescxuis 
u K. Xaaa6aes. Crp. 689-715; b. Tomamescxnii: AuteparypHo- 
cyeHuyeckue mpumeyaHua (H. A. Coaosses.) - [[pumeyanua k 
mbecam. — I]. M. Hesexun). 

Tlyumun, A. C.: Bapsmmna-Kpectpanka. Peg. b. Tomauiescxuit u 
K. Xaaa6aes. M.-IIr., PM3, 1923, 31 crp. 

Ilymmun, A. C.: bopuc Toayuos. Pea. b. Tomamescxuii u K. Xaaa- 
6aes. M.-IIr., PM3, 1923, 119 crp. 

Ilymmxun, A.: Ajpamarwyueckue cyenti. Peg. b. Tomamescxuit u 
K. Xaaa6aes. M.-IIr., TMS, 1923. 92 crp. 

Ilymxun, A.: Ay6poscxuis. Ilog pea. b. Tomamrescxoro u K. Xaaa- 
Gaesa. M.-IIr., PM3, 1923. 119 crp. 
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Ilymxun, A.: Kamenueri rocrs. C mpwaoxeHuemM BapwaHTOB HM 
uctopuu texcta. [log peg. b. Tomamesckoro u K. Xaaa6aesa. 
M.-IIr., TU3, 1923. 87 crp. 

Ilymmxun, A. C.: [Iuxozaa gama. [losects. Peg. b. Tomamescxnii u 
K. Xaaa6aes. M.-IIr., TM3, 1923. 42 crp. 

Tlymmxun, A.: Tlopecru Beaxuna. Peg. b. Tomamescxuii u K. Xaaa- 
6aes. M.-IIr., PM3, 1923. 95 crp. 

Ilymmun, A.: Tloarasa. Peg. Bb. Tomamescxuit u K. Xaaa6aes. 
M.-IIr., [M3, 1923. 76 crp. 

TIlymxun, A.: Tlosmer 1821-1824. Pea. b. Tomamescxuii u K. Xana- 
6aes. M.-IIr., PM3, 1923. 128 crp. 

Tlymxun, A.: 'pad Hyaun. Jjomux B Koaomue. Peg. b. Tomames- 
cxuii u K. Xaaa6aes. M.-IIr., PM3, 1924. 47 crp. 

Tlymmun, A. C.: Coamnenua. Peg. Bb. Tomamescxniit u K. Xana- 
6aes. A., TM3, 1924. XX, 508 crp. To xe: u3g. 2-e, 1925; M34. 
3-e. 1928, XI, 610 crp.; u34. 4-€; M34. 5-€. 1929; u34. 6-e. 1930; 
M34. 7-0€. 1933, XXIV, 536 crp. 

Ilymxun, A.: Cruxorsopenus. Peg. b. Tomamescxuii u K. Xaaa- 
6aes. 4, 1-2. TM3, 1924. 

Aocroescxuii, D. M.: [loanoe co6paHue xy4oxecTBeHHBIX IpoH3- 
Begenuii. B 13-Tu Tomax (Peg. b. Tomamescxoro u K. Xaaa- 
6aesa). A., PM3, 1926-1930. 

Koasyos, A. B.: Cruxorsopenua. Peg. b. Tomamescxoro u K. Xaaa- 
6aeza. M.-A., PMS, 1927. 160 crp. 

IIpytxos, K.: Iloanoe co6panue counennit. Peg. b. Tomamescxuii 
u K. Xaaa6aes. M.-A., [PM3, 1927. 320 crp. 

Toxnuapos, M1. A.: Coumnennua. B 4-x tomax. Peg. b. Tomamesckuii u 
K. Xaaa6aes. M.-A., PU3, 1929-1930. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: [loanoe co6panue coumHenuit. B 6-1Tu Tomax. 
IIpma. k »xypH. ,,KpacHaa Husa‘ Ha 1930 rog. M.-A., TUS, 
1930-1931. Tr. 3, 4, 6 (Ilyresognteas no Ilymxuny) nog pea. 
b. B. Tomaurescxoro u ap. 

Tlymmxuu u ero coppemenuukn, Bhi. 38-39. A., U3q. AH CCCP, 
1930 280 crp. Pegxoaaerua: b. B. Tomamescxuiit u ap. 

Yexos, A.: Us6pannsie coumnenua. [log peg. b. B. Tomames- 
cxoro uw K. WM. Xaaa6aeza. M.-A., PUXA., 1931. 755 crp. 

Tlymxun, A. C.: Tloanoe co6pannue commnennii. B 6-1Tu Tomax. [log 
o6me pea. 4. Beguoro, A. B. AyHayapcxoro, II. H. Caxyauna, 
B. M1. Coaossesa, II. E. [eroaepa. M.-A., PUXA, 1931-1933. 
Tr. 3, 4 m04 pea. b. B. Tomamescxoro u ap. 
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VUpou-komuyeckas moaMa. Peg u upumey. Bb. Tomaumescxoro. A., 
u3q. mucateaeh B AeHuHrTpage, 1933. 775 cTp. (b-Ka nosta, 
Boabuias cepua). 

Ajeassur, A. A.: Tloanoe co6panne cruxorsopenuii. Peg. u mpumes. 
b. Tomaumescxoro. Berynut. cratbu M1. Buxnorpagosa u Bb. Toma- 
mesckoro. A., “34. mucaTeaed B AecHuHTpase, 1934. 552 CTP. 
(b-xa nosta, Boabmas cepua). 

Ilymxun, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panue counennii. B 6-1Tu Tomax. M34. 
2-e. log o6met pea. J. beguoro, A. B. Aynayapcxoro, II. H. 
Caxyanna, B. VM. Coaossepa, M. A. [[asaoscxoro u II. E. 
I[eroaesa. M.-A., TUXA, 1934. Tr. 3, 4 moa pea. b. B. Toma- 
WI€BCKOFO M Ap. 

®. M. Aocroescxnit: Marepmaani u uccaegosanna. Ilog peg. A. C. 
Ajoaununa. 1935. 603 crp. (Axag. Hayk CCCP. Wu-r pyccxot 
AMTepaTypb!). 

Tlymxun, A. C.: Apamaruaeckue npoussegzenus. Ilogrorosxa 
Texcta “ mpume4. b. Tomamesckoro. A., PUXA, 1935. 216 crp. 

Tlyumun: Tloanoe co6panue counnennii, T. 7: Apamatuueckue 
mpousseyenua. TaasHaa pegakyua: b. B. Tomamescxui u ap. 
A., u3q. Axag. Hayx CCCP, 1935. 8, 728 crp. 

Tlymxun, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panne coumHennii 8 6-ru Tomax. 3,4. 
3-e. log o6yyeh pea. C. M. Bouan, IO. I. Oxcmana, b. B. Toma- 
mesckoro H M. A. []apaoscxoro. M.-A., TUXA, 1935-1936. 
Tr. 2, 3 nog pea. b. Tomamescxoro u ap. 

Tlymxun, A. C.: [losmer. Toarorosxa texcta u mupumey. b. Toma- 
mescxoro. A., PUXA, 1935. 318 crp. 

Tlymmun, A. C.: Coannenna. Peg., 6Guorp. ovepk u mpume. Bb. 
Tomamesckoro. A., TMUXA, 1935. XII, 976 crp. To xe: 1936; 
u3J. 2-€, HCIIp. M Aon. 1937. XIV, 1016 crp.; 1938. 

Barrouxos, K. H.: Cruxorsopenua. Cratsa u o6y. pea. 5. Toma- 
mescxoro. M., Cos. mucateab, 1936. 235 crp. (b-xa nosta, Manas 
cepua, No 9). 

Ajeassur, A. A.: Cruxorsopenua. Berynmt. cratha, ped. 1 NpHMMe4. 
b. Tomamescxoro. M.-A., Cos. mucateab, 1936. 276 crTp. 
(B-xa nosta, Manas cepua, No 18). 

Kapams3uH 4 Most ero Bpemenu. Cruxotrsopenus. Cratbu, ped. 4 

mpumey. A. Kyaeposa, A. Maxcumosuya u 6. Tomamiescxoro. 

M.-A., Cos. mucateab, 1936, 493 crp. (b-ka nostra, Maaaa cepua, 

No 7). 
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Ilymxun, A. C.: Esrenmii Onerun. Poman B cruxax. Peg. Texcra 
B. Tomamescxuii. A., TUXA, 1936. 238 crp. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: Esrenuit Onerun. Poman B cruxax. Peg. rexcta 
Bb. Tomamescxuit. M., TUXA, 1936. 305 crp. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: Kanuranckxaa gouxa. Peg. rexcra u o6bacnenua 
Bb. Tomamescxoro. M.-A.: Jjerusgat, 1936. 183 crp. 

Ilym«un, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panue coumnennii. B 6-ru Tomax. Usa. 
4-e. log o6mei pea. C. M. bouau, b. B. Tomamescxoro u M. 
A. [[spaoscxoro. M.-A., TUXA, 1936. Tr. 2, 3, 4 moa pea. 
B. Tomaumresckoro u ap. 

Ilymmun, A. C.: [piransr. Megusrit scaguux. IIpumey. b. Toma- 
mescxoro. M., 1936. 48 crp. c noprp. 

Tlym«uun, A. C.: [pranst. Megueriit scaguux. Peg., mpequca. u 
mpumey. b. Tomamrescxoro. A., PMXA, 1936. 48 crp. 

Ilymmun, A.: Esrenuii Onerun. Poman B cruxax. Peg. rexcra, 
cTaTba u“ KomMMeHtapuu b. Tomamescxoro. A., TUXA, 1937. 
300 cTp. 

Tlym«un, A. C.: Esrennii Onernn. Pomay B cruxax. Peg. rexcta 
b. Tomamescxuit. M., PUXA, 1937. 236 crp. 

Tlymmun, A. C.: Kanuranckas gouxa. Peg. rexcra u o6bacuenua B. 
Tomamescxoro. M.-A., Jjerusaat, 1937. 144.cTp. (IlkoabHas6-xa). 

Ilymm«un, A. C.: [loanoe co6panue cownnennii. B 6-1Tu Tomax. U3. 
5-e. [log o6mett pea. C. M. bonanu, b. B. Tomamescxoro u M. A. 
Iasaoscxoro. M., TMUXA, 1937. Tr. 2, 3 nog pea. b. B. Toma- 
WeBCKOFO HM Ap. 

Ilyumun, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panue counnennii. T. 4, 6-8, 11, 12. 
M.-A., usq. Axag. Hayk CCCP, 1937-1949. TT. 4, 7 M04roToBKa 
Texcta u upumey. b. Tomaumiescxoro. Tr. 6, 81-2, 11, 12 o6mmii 
pea. b. Tomamescxuii. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: Tlosmsr. Tlogrorosxa texcta u cratba b. Toma- 
mescxoro. A., TAXA, 1937. 422 crp. 

Ilymun, A. C.: Commenua. B 3-x Tomax. Peg. rexcta u o6bacHe- 
Hua C. Bongu, A. Caonumcxoro, b. Tomamescxoro. M.-A., 
Alerusaat, 1937. Peg. rexcta, mpuMedaHua 4 OOBACHCHMA K TIpOMs- 
BegzeHusm: ,,[Toatapa‘‘, ,, Me quit scaguuK, ,, PoaocAaoBHas MOero 
repoa‘‘ (tT. 2); ,,Apam Ilerpa Beanxoro“, ,,[lopecru Beaxuna“, 
»,Mcropua ceaa Toproxuna“, ,, Pocaasaes“, ,,4y6posckuii, ,,[In- 
koBasl Jama“, ,, Kupaxaan“, ,, Kammranckas 4ouka“, ,, Erunerckue 
Hou (T. 3). 
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Bunoxyp, I. O.: Masxoscxuit Hosatop aspika. Peg. Bb. Tomauies- 
cxuli. M., Cos. mucateab, 1943. 136 crp. 

Ajocroescxuit, ©. M.: Us6panusie coummenua. Peg trexcra u mpu- 
mew. b. B. Tomamescxoro. M., Tocautusgat, 1946. 484 crp. To 
Ke: 1947. 

Batiouxos, K. H.: Cruxorsopenua. Bctynurt. cratea, peg. 4“ mpu- 
mea. 5, Tomamesckoro. M., Cos. nucateab, 1948. X, 344 cTp. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: Cxasxa o pri6axe u pai6xe. Pea. B. Tomamrescxuii. 
A., Usaanue [lyumuucxoro o-za, 1948. 38 crp. 

Taagxosa, E. C.: [lyumuncxue mecta. [lyresogureas. [log pea. 
b. B. Tomamescxoro. A., Aenoroxys0xHMK, 1949. 

Ilymmun, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panue coumnenuli. B 10-ru Tomax. 
M.-A., 1949. (Axag. nayk CCCP. Un-r pyccxot autepatyppi 
(IIlymm«uucxuk Jjom)). Tr. 1-3, 5, 7 TeKcT mpoBepeH u mpumes. 
coct. b. B. Tomamescxum. Tr. 4, 6, 8-10 nog peg. b. B. Tomames- 
cxoro. To xe, 1950-1951. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: [loampr. Ors. peg. Bb. Tomausescxuii. [ckos, 
IIckosck. 06a. ra3.-KH. 434., 1949. 256 cTp. 

Tlymxun, A. C.: Cxaska o s0aotom netyuxke. Ilog pea. B. B. 
Tomamescxoro. A., Aennurp. Orgeaenue Xygox. gonga 
CCCP, 1949. 16 crp. 

Ilymxuncxuii [lerep6ypr. Peg. b. B. Tomamescxuit. A., Aenusaar, 
1949. XVI, 416 crp. 

Toroan, H. B.: Tloanoe co6panue counnenuit. T. 4, 6-9, 11-14. 
M., 1951-1952 (Axag. Hayk CCCP. Wu-r pyccxoit autepatypsi. 
Tlyumuncxuit Jjom)). T. 4 peg. B. B. Tomamescxuis. Tr. 6, 7, 9, 
11-14 pea. b. B. Tomamescxuii u ap. T. 8. Kommentapuu k 
mpousseyzeHusM: ,,JKeHMHa’, ,,bopuc Toayuos“, Crarsu u 
peyensuu us ,,CoppemenHuka‘, pey. 06 aabMaHaxe ,,YTpcHHAA 
sapa*. — [logrotopka TekcTa M KOMMeHTapHH K TIpoMsBeAeHUsM : 
,,O mos3uu Kosaosa“, peyensun He Bomlegumme B ,, CopspemeHHUK“, 
,.lerep6yrpcxaa cyena“. 

Toroas, H. B.: Co6panne xygoxectBeHHbix mponssegennit. B 5-Tu 
Tomax. Ilog pea. b. B. Tomamescxoro. M., 1951-1952. (Akad. 
nayk CCCP. Wun-r pyccxot autepatyps (Ilyumuncxuit Jlom)). 

Onnucanue pykonuceit u us06pasuTeAbHBIx MaTepwaaos IlyumKun- 
cxoro Jjoma. Peg. b. B. Tomamescxuit. 1. M.-A., 1951. (Axaa. 
nayk CCCP. Wu-r pyccxoit aurepatyps (Ilymmuuckuit Jlom)). 

Bepxos, II. H.: Ucropua pycckott *xypHaaucruku XVIII sexa. [log 
pea. b. B. Tomamescxoro u VM. M1. Aio6umenxo. A., 1952. 572 crp. 
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(Axag. Hayk CCCP. Wn-t pycckxoi autepatypp (Ilym«unckuit 
Ajom)). 

Ao6posoarckuii, A. M., 1 Mopgosyenxo, H. U.: Bu6anorpadua 
npoussegenuit A. C, Ilyumuna u autepatypsl 0 Hem, 1918-1936, 
YW. 1. M.-A., 1952. 284 crp. (Akag. pHayk CCCP. Un-1 pyccxott 
autepatypsi. (Ilym«uuckuii Jjom) ). Ors. peg. b. B. Tomamescxuit. 

Paguyes, A. H.: [loanoe co6panue counnennii. T. 3. M.-A., 1952. 
(Axag. nayk CCCP. Wn-t pyccxot antepatyps (Ilymmuncknit 
4jom)). [Iucema (nepesogsi c @pany. M. J. Ao6poso nog peg. 
b. B. Tomaurescxoro). 

Beanncxuii, B. [.: [loanoe co6panue coumnennit. B 12-Tu Tomax. 
M., 1953-1956. (Axag. Hayk CCCP. Un-r pycckoii auteparypsi 
(Ilymxuucknit Jjom)). b. Tomamescxuii — wen pegzkoaaerun. 

Axagemuyeckoe usgzanue Counnennit H. B. Toroas. — Uss. Axag. 
Hayk CCCP. Org-nue autepatypsi u asbika, 1952. No 1, crp. 
49-60 (cosmectuo c I’. M. Mpugzaenzepom). 

Aepmoutos, M. 1O0.: Counnenua. B 6-1ru Tomax. Peg usqganua: 
b. Tomamescxuit u ap.. M.-A., 1954-1957. (Akaa. Hayk CCCP. 
VWu-t pyccxoi autepatyps: (Ilymm«uncxui Jjom)). Tr. 3, 4, 6 
pea. b. Tomamesckuii. 

Pycckue nucateau o asbike (XVIII-XX ss.). Tlog pea. b. B. To- 
mamesckoro u IO. J. Aesuna. A., Cos. mucatreab, 1954. 834 cTp. 

Ilymxun, A. C.: Berymut. cratba, mogroropka TeKcTa HM MpMMe4. 
b. B. Tomamescxoro. Cruxorsopenus. B 3-x tomax. A., Cos. 
MmMcaTeAb, 1955. (b-Ka nostra, boabmiaa cepua. 2-e u3J.). 

IIlymxun, A. C.: Tloanoe co6panne counnenuii. B 10-TH Tomax. 
Usa. 2-e. M., 1956. (Axag. Hayk CCCP. Un-t pyccxoti autepa- 
typ (Ilymmuxcxuii Jjom)). 

Tr. 1-8: TekcT mpoBepeH uw Mpume4. cocraBaensl b. B. Tomames- 
CKMM. 
T. g-10: nog peg. b. Tomamescxoro. 

Typrenes, M1. C.: Co6panue coumnennit. T. 8. M., Tocanrusgar, 
1956. 611 crp. 

Caosaps asbika [Tymxuna. B 4-x tomax. T. 1: A-7K, M., [M3, 1956, 
806 crp. (Axag. Hayk CCCP. Mu-r aspikosHanua). 

Taapuaa pegaxyua. 6. B. Tomamesckuii u ap. 
Broaaeteuu Pyxonucuoro otgeaa [lyuxuncxoro Jjoma (Akad. 
Hayk CCCP. UWn-r pycckxoi autepatypsi. Bem. 2 (1950); 
BBIN. 3 (1952); BbIM. 6 (1956) ; BEIM. 7 (1957). 


b. B. Tomamescxuit —- 4eH peaKoaacrun. 
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Am 29. Marz 1958 starb in seinem Heim in Ljubljana einer der letzten 
groBen slavischen Philologen, Professor Nahtigal, sechzehn Tage vor der 
Vollendung seines einundachtzigsten Lebensjahres. Nahtigal wurde am 
14.IV.1877 in Novo mesto in Slovenien geboren, besuchte das Gymna- 
sium in seinem Geburtsort und in Ljubljana, die Universitat in Wien seit 
1895—1900 (slavische Philologie und vergleichende Sprachwissenschaft), 
promovierte in absentia am 15.11.1901, war seit 1900—1902 in RuBland. 
Nach seiner Riickkehr war er in Wien bis 1913 Lektor und Professor der 
russischen Sprache an dortigen Hochschulen. Im Jahre 1913 wurde er 
nach Strekeljs Tod zum auBerordentlichen Professor fiir slavische Philo- 
logie mit spezieller Riicksicht auf die slovenische Sprache und Literatur 
ernannt, wurde 1917 ebenda Ordinarius und kam 1919 an die neu- 
gegriindete Universitat in Ljubljana. Hier hatte er den Lehrstuhl fiir 
allgemeine slavische Philologie und altkirchenslavische Sprache inne, 
war der erste Dekan der philosophischen Fakultat, 1927—1928 Rektor 
der Universitat. Von 1919 bis 1952 war er auch Vorstand des Seminars, 
jetzt Instituts fiir slavische Philologie, blieb jedoch als Ehrenvorstand 
im Institut weiter. Nahtigal war auch Mitbegriinder des Vereins fiir 
humanistische Wissenschaften (Znanstveno drustvo za humanistiéne vede) 
und dessen Vorsitzender, sowie Mitbegriinder der Slovenischen Aka- 
demie der Wissenschaften und Kiinste, deren erster Président er war. 
Er war auch Mitbegriinder der Zeitschrift fiir slovenische Sprache, 
Literatur und Geschichte (Casopis za slovenski jezik, knjiZevnost in zgodo- 
vino) und einer ihrer Schriftleiter. 

Nahtigal ist ein Schiiler der beriihmten slavischen philologischen 
Schule von Jagi¢é, die iiber Miklosi¢ und Kopitar bis zum Dobrovsky 
zuriickreicht. Mit Nahtigal ist die Reihe der groBen slavischen Philo- 
logen, die noch die ganze slavische Welt beherrschten, abgeschlossen. 

Dem Altkirschenslavischen galten die meisten Untersuchungen 
Nahtigals. Wie sein Lehrer Jagié befaBte auch er sich zuerst mit der 











RAJKO NAHTIGAL, 1877-1958 345 


altksl. glagolitischen Schrift (Beitrage zur Frage iiber den Ursprung 
der Glagolica in Razprave des Vereins fiir humanistische Wissenschaften 
I, 1923, und in mehreren anderen Abhandlungen und Kommentaren zu 
altksl. Texten). Die Beschaftigung mit den Fragen der glagolitischen 
Schrift zeigte ihm auch die Notwendigkeit nach neuen, kritischen Aus- 
gaben einiger altksl. Denkmiler. In seiner umfassenden Abhandlung 
,»starocerkvenoslovanski evhologij“ (Razprave ZDHV, Il, 1925) bewies 
Nahtigal die Verbindung der drei Blatter ,,der Liturgie von Sinai“ mit 
dem Euchologium sinaiticum. Diese Studie ist eine Vorbereitung zu 
seiner Ausgabe des Euchologium sinaiticum; der I. Teil umfaBt Photo- 
kopien des ganzen Denkmals, der II. Teil den kritischen Text mit Kom- 
mentar; der III. Teil, der eine Studie iiber den Kodex und seine Sprache 
bringen sollte, ist leider nie erschienen. Einen Ersatz dafiir bietet die 
oben erwahnte Abhandlung in Razprave ZDHV, II (1925). Nahtigal 
hat die Methoden des Herausgebens altksl. Denkmiler so vervollkomm- 
net, daB seine Ausgabe des Euchologium sinaiticum in der Slavistik als 
Muster gilt. 

Von ebenso groBer Bedeutung ist seine ausfiihrliche Abhandlung Re- 
konstruktion dreier altksl. originaler Dichtungen (,,Rekonstrukcija treh 
starocerkvenoslovanskih izvirnih pestnitev“) in Razprave AZU, Philos.- 
philol.-hist. K1. 1943. Darin hat der Verfasser den Beweis erbracht, daB 
das Altkirchenslavische ein ausschlieBliches System offener Silben besaB, 
daB es die beiden reduzierten Vokale s und » streng unterschied. Hiemit 
hat er auch bewiesen, daB das Altkirchenslavische beinahe identisch ist 
mit dem Urslavischen, wie wir es durch Rekonstruktion aus allen slavi- 
schen Sprachen kennen. 

Das Altkirchenslavische betreffen noch mehrere Abhandlungen, z.B. 
,»starocerkvenoslovanski imperativ s formantom a(é)“ in Razprave AZU, 
II (1944), und ’’Starocerkvenoslovanski part. praes. act. gredei:gredy 
i. pod.“ (ebenfalls in Razprave, Il). Im ersten Aufsatz hat Nahtigal auf 
Grund ausfiihrlichen Materials aus altksl. und ks]. Denkmalern gezeigt, 
daB die Analogie nach den Prasensstammen auf -ie- urspriinglich bei 
Zeitw6rtern mit einem Konsonanten vor -ie- nur dann stattfand, wenn 
der Wurzelvokal eine fallende Intonation hatte und demnach der Impe- 
rativformans betont war. In der zweiten Abhandlung fiihrt der Autor 
zuerst die Geschichte des Problems gredgi:gredy an und kommt dann 
auf Grund der Falle aus altksl. Denkmialern zum SchluB, daB es sich 
dabei nicht um eine Analogie nach weichen Stammen handelt, sondern 
daB der Ausgangspunkt zur Analogie athematische Zeitwérter in Ver- 
bindung mit der Form fiir die 3. Person der Mehrzahl auf gfe waren. 
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Auch andere phonetische und morphologische Fragen wurden von 
Nahtigal eingehend behandelt. 

Allgemeine Fragen der slavischen Philologie hat Nahtigal 
in seinem Biichlein Uvod v slovansko filologijo [Einfiihrung in die slavische 
Philologie] (1949) angedeutet. Das Biichlein kommt nicht nur Studenten 
der Slavistik, sondern auch allen jenen zugute, die einen Uberblick iiber 
die wichtigsten Fragen der allgemeinen Slavistik gewinnen wollen. Fiir 
die allgemeine slavische Philologie hat besonderen Wert Nahtigals kriti- 
sche Ausgabe Barth. Kopitars Schriften, II 1-2, die Kopitars Aufsatze 
aus seiner mittleren Wirkungszeit enthalt. Der I. Teil Kopitars Schriften 
ist in Vorbereitung. 

Altrussische Schriftdenkmidler zogen Nahtigals Interesse schon 
zur Zeit seines Aufenthaltes in RuBland an sich, vor allem das altruBische 
Epos Slovo o polku Igorevé. Er beschaftigte sich mit dem Igorlied jahr- 
zehnte lang, bis er es 1954 kritisch herausgab; er fiigte dem Gedicht 
seine Rekonstruktion, Transkription, Ubersetzung in slovenischer 
Schriftsprache und ausfiihrlichen Kommentar bei. 

Auch Nahtigals Untersuchungen des Slovenischen, besonders der 
Freisinger Denkmiler (Freisingensia I-IV) tragen mehr philologischen 
Charakter. Hierher zahlen wir auch seine Veréffentlichungen der Korres- 
pondenz von Iv. Prijatelj (1937) und Fr. RamovS (Slav. revija, V-VIII). 

Philologische Fragen fiihrten Nahtigal zwanglaufig auch zu rein 
linguistischen Problemen einzelner slavischen Sprachen und zu 
einer allgemeinen vergleichenden slavischen Grammatik. AuBer 
der schon erwahnten Abhandlung iiber den altksl. Imperativ waren 
hier noch einige anzufiihren: ,,Oblike po osnovah na -u- v starocerkveno- 
slovanskih spomenikih“ (1921), ,,Instrumental sing. fem. -oig9:09:-9“ 
(1921/22), weiter seine Versuche einiger Etymologien, z.B. Doberdé ~ 
Doberdob(1917), Koren vend- vond- (1920), Prisuha ~ presustvo (1921/22), 
ferner Etymologien slavischer Ethnika und Personennamen Hrvat, 
Kocelj, Rastic, Zrec, Dudleipa - Dulebi, Ceh, Pelso usw. Bei Wort- 
erklaérungen hatte er jedoch nicht immer Gliick. 

Einen um so gréBeren Wert hat aber seine vergleichende slavische Gram- 
matik Slovanski jeziki, I (1938; 2. Auflage: 1952). Im Gegensatz zu 
MikloSit, der in seiner vergleichenden slavischen Grammatik slavische 
Sprachen eine nach der andern behandelt, und zu Vondraks vergleichen- 
den slavischen Grammatik, in welcher einzelne sprachliche Erscheinun- 
gen in historischer Entwicklung vom Urslavischen bis zu den einzelnen 
slavischen Sprachen verfolgt werden, bearbeitet Nahtigal einzelne Er- 
scheinungen synchronisch — ,,vom gemeinsamen Standpunkt des Ur- 
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hebers“*. Leider enthalt Nahtigals Buch nur Laut- und Formenlehre, 
aber keine moderne slavische Wortbildungslehre und Syntax. 

Fiir die moderne russische Sprache zeigte Nahtigal viel Interesse, 
er war ja lange Jahre in Wien Hochschullehrer fiir das Russische. Aus 
seinem praktischen und wissenschaftlichen Studium dieser Sprache ent- 
standen seine zwei Biicher: Akzentbewegung in der russischen Formen- 
und Wortbildung, 1 (1922) und Ruski jezik v poljudnoznanstveni luci (1946), 
eine historisch unterbaute deskriptive Grammatik des Russischen. 

Prof. Nahtigal half auch den Albanern beim Ausbau ihrer Schrift- 
sprache, als er im Jahre 1917 auf Einladung der albanischen literarischen 
Kommission nach Albanien reiste. Schon vorher schrieb er fiir die alba- 
nische Grammatik von Pekmezi (1908) den theoretischen und sprach- 
historischen Teil. Auch spater befaBte er sich mit albanischen philolo- 
gischen Problemen, so daB er auch zu den Begriindern der albani- 
schen Philologie gehdrt. 

Nahtigal war ein Mensch groBer Ideen und Anregungen; er konnte 
sie zwar nicht alle verwirklichen, fand aber meistens geeignete Leute, 
die seine Ideen in die Tat umsetzten. Sein auBerordentlicher ArbeitsfleiB 
und seine Ergebenheit der Wissenschaft werden uns immer ein Ideal 
bleiben. 


Novi Sad R. Kolarié 











GYULA LAZICZIUS 
1896-1957 











Gyula (Julius) Laziczius, the outstanding Hungarian expert in general 
linguistics, especially phonology, was also a prominent specialist in the 
Slavic field. He returned to Budapest in 1918 from Russian captivity 
with an excellent mastery of Russian, studied general linguistics under 
Gombocz, and Slavic philology under Melich, received his Ph.D. in 1929 
for his dissertation on Belinskij and Hegel, abridged versions of which 
were then published in Hungarian and German. In 1933 he was nomin- 
ated docent at the University of Budapest in general phonology with 
particular reference to Hungarian and to Slavic languages. From 1938 
till 1949 he occupied the chair of general linguistics and phonetics at the 
same university, and in 1940-1941 also the chair of Slavic philology. 
In 1956, after years of privation and hardship, for a short while he 
regained his university position. During his university activities Laziczius 
offered various courses in Slavic phonetics, Russian language and its 
history. In the twenties, he published several Hungarian essays on the 
philosophical thought in Russian literature, on Stavrogin, on Dostoev- 
skij’s evolution, on Tolstoj as thinker, etc. His Phonetics, printed in 
Budapest in 1944, is rich in Slavic material. Slavic linguistics played a 
cardinal role in the development of his original and fruitful theoretical 
views. In Laziczius’ Bevezetés a fonolégidba (Introduction to phono- 
logy), published in Budapest in 1932, great attention is paid to the innov- 
ating ideas of Baudouin de Courtenay and Kruszewski and their Russian 
successors. Laziczius’ posthumous study “Die Kernfrage der Syntax” 
(Zeitschrift fur Phonetik und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, 1957) is an 
eloquent appeal for a return to MikloSit’s syntactic conception. 


Cambridge, Mass. R. Jakobson 
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YQEMOZAHOB, H. C., Cpasxu- 
TCABHOe A3BIKOSHaHMe B  Poccun. 
Mocxsga, 1956. 

YEPEITHWH, A. B., Pyccxas ma- 
aeorpagua. Mocxsa, 1956. 

Ceskoslovenské piednasky pro IV 
Mezindarodni sjezd Slavisti v Moskvé. 
Praha, CSAV, 1958. 

QUYEPHH, A. B., O asnike u crmae 
poMaHa-snonen <«<Boiina u MMp». 
Assos, Assos. Yuus., 1956. 

CIZEVSKIJ, D., On Romanticism 
in Slavic Literatures. ’s-~Gravenhage, 
Mouton & Co., 1957. 

4VKEBCb , 4., Icropia yxpa- 
incbKOi AiTepaTypuv Bia NowaTKiB AO 
406u peaaismy. Hw Mopx, Yxpaince- 
ka BiabHa Ax. Hayx y CIA, 1956. 

YGOAAKOBA, K., Uacruyure B 
CBBpemMeHux ObArapCKH KHM2KOBCH 
esux. Cogua, BAH, 1958. 

U4YKAAOB, C. K., Boarapcxo- 
pycckuit caosaps. Codua, BAH, 1957. 

DANES, F., Intonace a véta ve 
spisovné éeStiné. Praha, CSAV, 1957. 

DANIEL KLEIN, M., Grammatica 
Litvanica et compendum Litvanico- 
Germanicum (1653). Vilnius, 1957. 

DANIEL KLEIN, M., Literatira ir 
kalba, I-II. Vilnius, 1956-1957. 

Dejiny starsej slovenskej literatury. 
Bratislava, SAV, 1958. 

DEJNA, K., Gwary Ukrainskie 
Tarnopolszczyzny, Wroclaw, PAN, 
1957- 

AMAEBCKYH, H., Beaemxu sapxy 
«Caoso o noaxy Mropese». Ussecrua 
Ha Mucruryta 3a 6barapcKa AMTepa- 
typa, III. Copua, BAH, 1955. 

DJAPARIDZE, D., Mediaeval 
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Slavic Manuscripts. Cambridge, Mass. 
The Mediaeval Academy of America, 


1957- 

DLUSKA, M., O wersyfikacji Mic- 
kiewicza. Pamietnik Literacki, XLVII, 
1956. 

AMMUTPHEB, A. A., Tlosecru o 
axuTuu Muxanaa Kaoncxoro. Mocxsa- 
Aeuuurpaaz, AH CCCP, 1958. 

AMUTPHEB-KEABZAA, UH. 4., O 
BOCCTaHOBACHHM cmMcKoB «CaosBa 0 
noaxy Mropese». Opcx, Opcxuit Toc. 
Tle. Uucr., 1956. 

AOBOIL, C. B., Azoanh Vsanosua 
Ao6pauckuii: owepkK 2KH3HH M ACATEAB- 
HocTu. Bpatucaasa, CaoBayKkoe 434-BO 
XyAO%KeCTBCHHOM AMTeEpaTypsI, 1956. 

Alocaiz>KeHMA 3 MOBOSHABCTBA B 
Yxpaincsxii PCP 3a copox poxis. 
Kues, AH YCCP, 1957. 

DOSTAL, A. (red.), O védeckém 
poznani soudobych jazyké. Praha, 
CSAV, 1958. 

Dutch Contributions to the Fourth 
International Congress of Slavists, 
Moscow. ’s-Gravenhage, Mouton & 
Co., 1958. 

DVORNIK, F., The Idea of 
Apostolicity in Byzantium and the 
Legend of the Apostle Andrew. 
Dumbarton Oaks Studies, IV. Cam- 
bridge, Mass., Harvard University 
Press, 1958. 

ZVKY 2DKEB, C., Teopua na 6ba- 
rapckata HapogHa mysuka, I-III. 
Cogua, Hayxa u usxyctBo, 1954-1956. 

E®MMOB, A. MH., Crmancruxa 
xyaoxecTseHHow pew. Mocxsa, 
Mock. Yuus., 1957. 

EKBLOM, R. Nord. hvitingr als 
slavisches Wanderwort. Uppsala, Alm- 
qvist & Wiksells boktryckeri AB, 1957. 

EPEMHH, MW. I1., u J. C. AMXA- 
YEB, XyaoxecrsenHaa mposa Kues- 
cxoi Pycu XI-XIII sexos. Mocxsa, 
TUXA, 1957. 

EsmkoseACKH M38CACABaHMa B ECT HA 
akagemuk Crean Maagenos. Copua, 
BAH, 1957. 

@MEJOPOB, B. [., Kro 651 apro- 
pom «Caoso o noaxy Mropese» u rae 
pacnoaoxeHa peka Kaaaa. Mocksa, 
Moaogaa 'sapana, 1956. 
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@EMHBEPT, U., Hesasepmennsie 
pa6ors: [lymmuna. Mocxsa, Toc. usz- 
BO XY4OX. AMTepaTypbI, 1958. 

FILIP, I., Keltové ve sttedni Evropé. 
Praha, CSAV, 1956. 

Filologia, I-III. Zeszyty Naukowe 
Uniwersytetu Jagiellonskiego, 5, 7, 13. 
Krakow, 1955-1957- 

For Roman Jakobson: Essays on the 
occasion of his Sixtieth Birthday. 
*s-Gravenhage, Mouton & Co., 1956. 

@MOPTYHATOB, ®. ®., Ms6pau- 
HpIe Tpy 4b, I, II. Mocxsa, 1956-1957. 

Fragmenta Chiliandarica Palaeo- 
slavica. Praefatus est R. Jakobson. = 
Monumenta Musicae Byzantinae, V: 
A. Sticherarium, codex Monasterii 
Chiliandarici 307 phototypice depic- 
tus; B. Hirmologium, codex Monasterii 
Chiliandarici 308 phototypice depic- 
tus. Copenhagen, E. Munksgaard, 


1957- 

@PAHKO, I., Hassosnasai mpauyi. 
Binniner, 1957. 

FURMANIK S., Zarys deklama- 
toryki. Warszawa, 1958. 

Fyodor Dostoevsky (New critical 
Studies by G. Gibian, S. O. Lesser, 
V. E. Amend, L. Dauner, N. Rosen, 
C. Niemeyer). Modern Fiction Stu- 
dies. IV+3. West Lafayette, Purdue 
University, 1958. 

TAAKMHA-®EJOPYK, E. M., 
BesawaHpie 9mpesAoxKeHua B COBpe- 
MC€HHOM pyCCKOM a3bike. Mocxsa, 
Mock. Yuus., 1958. 

GAPAN, A., in J. BADALIC, 
Inkunabule na Slovenskiem. Ljublja- 
na, Slov. akad. znanosti in umetnosti, 
1957- 

GEBRAUER, J., Historicka mluv- 
nice jazyka ¢eského, III, II: Casovani. 
Praha, CSAV, 1958. 

TEOPIMEB, B., Bonpocsr na 6a- 

rapckata erumoaorua. Codusa, BAH, 
1958. 
GIMBUTAS, M., The Prehistory 
of Eastern Europe, I: Mesolithic, 
Neolithic and Copper Age Cultures in 
Russia and the Baltic Area. American 
School of Prehistoric Research, Bulle- 
tin 20. Cambridge, Mass., Peabody 
Museum, 1956. 


GLOWINSKI, M., Wiadomoésci o 
Teorii literatury. Warszawa, 1958. 

GORLIN, M., et R. BLOCH-GOR- 
LINA, Etudes littéraires et histori- 
ques. Paris, Institut d’Etudes Slaves, 
1957- 

GREVE, R., und B. KROESCHE, 
Russisches riicklaufiges Wé6orterbuch. 
Unter Leitung von M. Vasmer. Wies- 
baden, Otto Harrassowitz, 1957. 

Try A3UU, H.K., Ucropua apesreit 
PpycckoH autepatypyi. M34. mecroe, 
uctripaBaeHHoe. Mocxsa, 1956. 

TYJ3UU, H. K., Usyaenne pyc- 
ckoii AuTepatypbi B MockosckoM yHu- 
Bepcutete. Mocxsa, Mock. yuue., 
1958. 

ry 43M, H. K., Huxoaat Casswa 
Tuxonpasos. Mocxsa, Mock. Yuus., 
1956. 

TYAAK-APTEMOBCKMM, Baii- 
ku, 6aaagu, Aipuka. Kuis, PaasnceKuii 
MIMCbMeHHHK, 1958. 

TBO3ZEB, A. H., Cospemenueiit 
pycckmi autTepatypHpmi asp, II: 
Cuntaxcuc. Mocxsa, Toc. yae6xuone- 
4aaor. “34-80 Muu. mpocsey. PCO- 
CP, 1958. 

HALA, B., Slabika, jeji podstata a 
vyvoj. Praha, CSAV, 1956. 

Harvard Slavic Studies, Vol. IV 
Russian Thought and Politics. ’s-Gra- 
venhage, Mouton & Co., 1957. 

HAUSENBLAS, K., Vyvoj pied- 
métového genitivu v éeStiné. Praha, 
CSAV, 1958. 

HAVRANEK,B.,aI. DANHELKA, 
Nejstarsi éeskA rymovana Kronika tak 
teteného Dalimila. Praha, CSAV, 
1957- 

HAVRANEK, B., a I. HRABAK, 
Vybor z Ceské Literatury od potatki 
po dobu Husovu. Praha, CSAV, 1957. 

HEINTSCH, K., Ze studiéw nad 
Szwajpoltem Fiolem, I. Rocznik Za- 
kladu Narodowego im. Ossolinskich, V. 
Wroclaw, 1957. 

HJELMSLEYV, L., Animé et inani- 
mé, personnel et non-personnel. Tra- 
vaux de I’Institut de Linguistique, I. 
Paris, 1956. 

HODGE, C. H., Serbo-Croatian 
stress and pitch. General Linguistics, III 
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2. Lexington, University of Kentucky, 
1958. 
H@EG, C., Quelques remarques sur 
les rapports entre la musique ecclé- 
siastique de la Russie et la musique 
byzantin. Ilerpayyéva tod 6’ AreSvoic¢ 
BuCavtivoroyixod Luvedplov Geacarovi- 
xn, II. Athénes, 1956. 

HOFMANN, A., Die Prager Zeit- 
schrift ,,Ost und West‘‘. Berlin, 
Akademie-Verlag, 1957. 

HOLTHUSEN, J., Studien zur 
Asthetik und Poetik des russischen 


Symbolismus. Géttingen, Vanden- 
hoeck & Ruprecht, 1957. 
HORAK, J., Béloruské lidové 


pohadky a povidky. Praha, 1957. 

HORAK, J., Slovenské l’udové 
balady. Bratislava, 1956. 

HORALEK, K., Potdtky novo- 
éeského verse. Praha, Karlova univer- 
sita, 1956. 

HORALEK, K.., Piehled vyvoje ces- 
kého a slovensk¢ho verse. Praha, 1957. 

HORALEK, K., Zarys dziejéw 
czeskiego wiersza. Wroclaw, PAN, 
1957- 

HUTTL-WORTH, G., Die Be- 
reicherung des russischen Wortschat- 
zes im XVIII. Jahrhundert. Wien, 
Adolf Holzhausens NJG, 1956. 

Ucropua pyccxo antepatypsi, I. 
Mocxsa-Aenuurpag, AH CCPC, 1958. 

INGARDEN, R.., Studia z estetyki. 
I-II. Warszawa, 1957-1958. 

MccaegosaHua 10 rpaMMaTHKe pyc- 
cxoro s3bika, I. Aenuurpagz, Yuenpie 
Sanucku Aenunrpagzckoro Yuusepcu- 
Teta, 1958. 

IBAIIbIH, B. B. (peg.), Bi6aiarpadia 
Tsopay Alnku Kynaasi, II. Minck, 
AH BCCP, 1957. 

IBAMIBIH, B. Y., iA. M. AZAMO- 
BIY, (pea.), Beaapycxaa aitapatypa, 
I. Mincx, AH BCCP, 1958. 

IVIC, P., Dijalektologija srpsko- 
hrvatskog jezika: Uvod i stokavsko 
naretje. Novi Sad, Matica Srpska, 
1956. 

IVIC, P., Die serbokroatischen 
Dialekte, ihre Struktur und Entwick- 
lung, I: Allgemeines und die Stokavi- 
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sche Dialektgruppe. 
Mouton & Co., 1958. 

MBF, II., O rosopy raannomcKux 
cp6a. Beorpag, CAH, Mucr. 3a cpncxu 
je3uK, 1957. 

Mszsectua na Mucrutyta 3a Bearap- 
cxu esuk, IV, V. Copua, BAH, 1956- 
19 


*s-Gravenhage, 


57- 
AXOHTOB, B., Tearp oguoro 
axtepa, «Mcxyccrso». Mocxsa, 1958. 

JACKSON, R. L., Dostoevskij’s 

Underground Man in Russian Litera- 
ture. ’s-Gravenhage, Mouton & Co., 
1958. 
JAKOBSON, R., G. HUTTL- 
WORTH, J. F. BEEBE, Paleosi- 
berian Peoples and Languages: A 
Bibliographical Guide. New Haven, 
HRAF Press, 1957. 

JANCAK, P., Zvukova stranka 
Ceského pozdravu. Rozpravy CSAV, 
LXVII, 5. Praha, 1957. 

Jazykovedné Studie, I: Spisovny 
jazyk. Bratislava, SAV, 1956. 

Jazykovédny pohled na Sovétské 
zkouSky srozumitelnosti telefonniho 
prenosu. Statni nakladatelstvi tech- 
nické literatury. Praha, 1957. 

JELINEK, M., O jazyku a stylu 
novin. Praha, 1957. 

K_ historickovrovnavacimu studiu 
slovanskych jazyka. Vysoka Skolu 
pedagogicka v Olomouci. Praha, 1958. 

KALIMA, J., Die slavischen Lehn- 
worter im Ostseefinnischen. Slavisti- 
sche Verdffentlichungen, VIII. Wies- 
baden, Otto Harrassowitz, 1956. 

Kapitoly ze srovnavaci mluvnice 
ruské a éeské, I: Studie syntaktické. 
Praha, CSAV, ak. véd, 1956. 

KARCEVSKI, S., Manuel pratique 
et théorique de Russe. Genéve-Paris, 
Université de Genéve, 1956. 

KAPCKMM, E. ©®., Beaopycst: 
a3bIk 6eAOpycckoro Hapo sa, BBIII. 2-3. 
Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 1956. 

KASACK, W., Die Technik der 
Personendarstellung bei N. V. Gogol. 
Wiesbaden, Otto Harrassowitz, 1957. 

KIMURA, S., The Igor’ Tale 
(Japanese Translation with Commen- 
tary). Slavic Studies, I. Hokkaido 
University, Slavic Institute, 1957. 
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KIPARSKY, V., Die ,Narte‘ als 
»Skischlitten‘. Eripainos Suomen Mu- 
S€O, 1957- 

KOAYXOB, B. U., [Ipamaa u xoc- 
BeHHaa pew. AcHuHrpag, Yune6rus, 


1957- 

KOLENDIC, P., Jedna srpska 
melodrama o Andromedi. Beograd, 
Srp. Ak. Nauka, 1957. 

KOLLN, H., Vidové problémy v 
staroslovénitiné. Univ. Carolina, Phi- 
lologica, III, 1957. 

KOAOBAHOB, B. A., O. ®. KO- 
HOBAAOBA, u M. A. CAAMMHA, 
Bu6anorpagua coperckux pa6or 10 
ApesHepycckoH AuTepatype 3a 1945- 
1955 Ir. [log peg. 4. C. AMXAUEBA. 
Mocxsa-Aenuurpag, AH CCCP, 1956. 

KOMAREK, M., Historicka mluv- 
nice éeska, I: Hlaskoslovi. Praha, 
Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi, 
1958. 

KOMOROVSKY, I., Kral’ Matej 
Korvin v Pudovej prozaickej sloves- 
nosti. Bratislava, SAV, 1957. 

Kommaekcua HayaHa CrpaaxxanHcka 
excnequyua pes 1955 roguHa. Copua, 
BAH, 1957. 

KOHECKHI, B5., Bpanemmwaxu A- 
nocroa. Cxonje, Mucruryr 3a Make- 
AOHCKH ja3suK, 1956. 

KOPCZYNSKA, Z.,iM.R.MAYE- 
NOWA (red.), Sylabizm. Wroctaw, 
PAN, 1956. 

KOPCZYNSKA,Z.,iM.R.MAYE- 
NOWA (red.), Sylabotonizm. Wro- 
claw, PAN, 1957. 

KOPECKY, I., I. PATOCKA, 
J. KYRASEK, Jan Amos Komensky; 
Nastin Zivota a dila. Praha, 1957. 

KOPECNY, FR., Nafeti Urétic a 
okolj. Praha, CSAV, 1957. 

KOTIOPCKMM, C. A., O xexo- 
TOpEIxX OcO6eHHOCTAX ACKCHKH COUH- 
HeHHM mMcaTeaeii-gZemoxpatos H. Yc- 
nenckoro, Caenyosa u Pemerurnxosa. 
Yuaensie sanucxu Mock. O6a. Ilea. 
WMucruryta, tom XLVIII. Mocxsa, 
1957- 

KOT, S., Szymon Budny. Graz- 
Kédln, 1956. 

KOTT, I., Postep i gtupstwo, I-II. 
Warszawa, 1956. 


KRALIK, O., F. X. Salda; 22. 
Prosinec 1867-1957. Olomouc, 1957. 

KRALIK, O., Pout krakonoiska. 
Olomouc, Palackého Universita v 
Olomouci, 1957. 

KRIDL, M., The lyric poems of 
Julius Stowacki. ’s-Gravenhage, Mou- 
ton & Co., 1958. 

KPOTEBNY, E. B., H. C. POA3E- 
BMY, Caosnuk ainrsicrwaHux TepMi- 
His. Kunis, AH YPCP, 1957. 

KUCALA, M., Poréwnawczy stow- 
nik trzech wsi matopolskich. Wro- 
claw, PAN, 1957. 

KUDELKA, M., Leopold Jan 
Serinik (1747-1814): Zivot a dilo. 
Krajské nakladatelstvi v Ostravé, 1957. 

KUPFER, F., T. LEWICKI, 
Zrédia hebrajskie do dziej6w Stowian 
i niektérych innych ludéw grodkowej i 
wschodniej Europy: wyjatki z pism 
religijnych i prawniczych XI-XIII w. 
Wroctaw-Warszawa, PAN, 1956. 

KYIIPEBMY, Axagemua Hayx Be- 
aopyccxoi CCP; WMcropuyecxuii o- 
uepk. Mincx, AH BCCP, 1957. 

KURASZKIEWICZ, W., Gramoty 
nowogrodzkie na brzozowej korze: 
A. Opracowanie jezykowe; B. Foto- 
grafie i przerysy. Warszawa-Krakéw, 
1957- 

Kypc cyyacHait Geaapyckali Airapa- 
TypHai mosbI: Mapdaaoria. Munck, 
AH BCCP, 1957. 

KURYLOWICZ, J., L’accentua- 
tion des langues indo-européennes. 
2e éd, Wroclaw-Krakéw, PAN, 1958. 

LEHR-SPLAWINSKI, T., Studia i 
szkice wybrane z jezykoznawstwa 
slowianskiego. Warszawa, 1957. 

LEHR-SPLAWINSKI, T., Zarys 
gramatyki historycznej jezyka czeskie- 
go: glosownia i fleksja historyczna. 
£é6dz-Krakéw, 1957. 

LEHR-SPLAWINSKI, T., Z. 
STIEBER, Gramatyka historyczna 
jezyka czeskiego, I. Wstep. Fonetyka 
historyczna. Dialektologia. Warszawa, 
1957- 

LEHR-SPLAWINSKI,_ T.,_ P. 
ZWOLINSKI, S. HRABEC, Dzieje 
jezyka ukrairiskiego w zarysie. Warsza- 
wa, 1956. 
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AEKOB, H., Caosoo6pasosateanu 
CKAOHHOCTH Ha CAa@BAHCKHTe e€3HjH. 
Cogua, BAH, 1958. 

Aexcukorpagusyeckuit cOopxux, I, 
II. Mocxsa, 1957. 

Aecouig Apcenitiosna Byaaxoscexuii 
(Mo 70-piaia 3 AHA HaposzxKenus ...). 
Kues, AH YCCP, 1958. 

AECHOM, C., Ucropua «Pyccos» 
B HeMsBpalieHHoM Buse, Ilapux, 1957. 

AEBYEHKO, M. B., Ouepxu no 
MCTOPHM PyCCKO-BH3aHTHHMCKMX OTHO- 
mennuiit. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 1956. 

LEVY, J., Ceské theorie piekladu. 
Praha, 1957. 

AurepatypHoe Hacaegctso, LX, kx. 
1, 2: Jjexa6puctsi-autepatopni. Moc- 
xpa, AH CCCP, 1956. 

AutepatypHoe Hacaegctso, LXV: 
Hoxsoe o Masxoscxom. Mocxsa, AH 
CCCP, 1958. 

LOMBARD, A., Tradition latine et 
tradition slave. Le roumain, résultat 
de leur fusion. Language, Acta Con- 
gressus Madrigians, vol. V. Copen- 
hagen, 1957. 

Aomres, T. II., [pammatuxa 6eao- 
pycckxoro asbika. Mocksa, 1956. 

AOMTEB, T. II., Ouepxu no 
MCTOPH4eCKOMy CHHTaKcHcy pyccKoro 
asbika. Mocxsa, Mock. Yuus., 1956. 

LORD, A. B., Beginning Serbo- 
croatian. ’s-Gravenhage, Mouton & 
Co., 1958. 

LORD, A. B. (ed.), Slavic Folklore: 
A Symposium. Philadelphia, American 
Folklore Society, 1956. 

LORENTZ, F., Pomoranisches 
Worterbuch, I. Berlin, Akademie- 
Verlag, 1958. 

LOUDA, J., Soupis prvotiski Uni- 
versitni knihovny v Olomouci a jeji 
pobotky v Kroméfizi. Praha, 1956. 

LUBOJANSKI, J., The Polish 
Language in Opole Silesia in the years 
1910-1939. Warszawa, The Western 
Press Agency, 1957. 

AYKbAHOB, B. B., Onncanue 
KOAAeKyuU pyKkonuceit Tocyaapcrsex- 
Horo apxusa Apocaasckow o6aacTu 
XIV-XX sexos. AlpocaaBab, 1957. 

LUNT, H. G., Fundamentals of 


355 


Russian (First Russian Course). ’s-Gra- 
venhage, Mouton & Co., 1958. 

MACHEK, V., Etymologicky slov- 
nik jazyka éeského a_ slovenského. 
Praha, CSAV, 1957. 

Maciej Kazimierz Darbiewski, Wy- 
kiady poetyki. Wroctaw-Krakéw, 
PAN, 1958. 

MAGISTE, J., Uber eine russische 
Geheimsprache. Sprakliger Bidrag II 
10. Lund, 1958. 

MAGNUSZEWSKI, J., Tragedia 
Zebracza Nowouczyniona. Warszawa, 
Panstwowy Inst. Wydawniczy, 1957. 

MAJKOWSKI, A., Wiersze i Fran- 
téwci. Gdynia, Wydawnictwo Mors- 
kie, 1957. 

Maly atlas gwar polskich opracowa- 
ny przez Pracownie Dialektologiczna 
Zaktadu Jezykoznawstwa PAN w 
Krakowie pod kierunkiem Kazimierza 
Nitscha. Tom I, Czesé I: Mapy; Czesé 
II: Wstep do catosci wykazy i komen- 
tarze. Wroctaw-Krakéw, PAN, 1957. 

MAABIINEB, B. W., Tlosecrs o 
Cyxane. Mocxsa-Aennurpag, AH 
CCCP, 1956. 

Matepuwaabl M HCCAeCAOBaHMA 110 
MCTOPHH pyccKoro AMTepaTyPHOrO ABEI- 
ka, nog pea. B. B. BAHOTPAZOBA. 
Tom IV. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 1957. 

MAYENOWA, M. R., Walka o 
jezyk w zyciu i Literaturze staropol- 
skiej. Warszawa, 1955. 

MAYENOWA, M. R., Z. FLOR- 
CZAK, i L. PSZCZOLOWSKA, 
Ludzie ofwiecenia o jezyku i stylu, 
I-III. Warszawa, PAN, 1957-1958. 

MEIJIEPCKHHM, H. A., Ucropua 
nuyazetickok Botner Mocuda Daasua B 
ApesHepycckom mepesoge. Mocxsa- 
Aeunuurpaaz, AH CCCP, Wucr. pyc. 
AuT., 1958. 

METSK, F., Chrestomatija dol- 
noserbskego pismowstwa I, II. Berlin, 
Volk. und Wissen, 1956, 1957. 

MICKIEWICZ, A., New Selected 
Poems, ed. by CLARK MILLS. New 
York, Voyages Press, 1957. 

Miedzynarodowy stownik kolejowy 
w szeSciu jezykach, I. Warszawa, Wyd. 
Komunikacyjne, 1958. 
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Mixcaos’sHcbKi AiTepaTypHi B3ae- 
muHH. Kues, AH YCCP, 1958. 

MUXANMAD, [., Caosa apesue- 
CAaBAHCKOrO MpOMCXO%K ACHMA B PyMBIH- 
ckom aspike. MI'Y um. M. B. Aomo- 
HocoBa, Mocxsa, 1957. 

MOCKOB, M., bops6ata nporus 
uy 4uTe AyMu B ObATapCKMA KHWXKOBCH 
esuk. Copua, 1958. 

MOSZYNSKI, K., Pierwotny za- 
sigg jezyka Prastowianskiego. Wro- 
claw-Krakéw, PAN, 1957. 

MUHLPFORDT, G., Transkrip- 
tionsprobleme: die korrekte Wieder- 
gabe russischer Namen im Deutschen. 
Berlin, Riitten & Loening, 1957. 

Hapsicnt wa ricropsii 6eaopycKkal 
mosEI. Munck, AH BCCP, Iucr. 
MOBa3HayCTBa, 1957. 

Hayausie goKaaJbl BbICHIeH UIKOABI 
— gwmaoaormyeckue Hayxu. Mocxsa, 
«Cos. Hayka», 1958. 

NEDO, P., Sorbische Volksmar- 
chen. Schriften des Inst. f. sorbische 
Volksforsch., IV. Berlin, 1956. 

NEMEC, I., Genese slovansk¢ého 
systému vidového. Rozprawy CSAV, 
LXVIII, 7. 1958. 

HMKOAAEBA, T. M., Anaans 
Ppycckoro npegaoxenusa. Mocxsa, Mu- 
CTMTyYT TOWHOM MeCXaHHKH HM BbIMeCAH- 
TeabHOH texHuku, AH CCCP, 1958. 

Huxoaai Kaaauunxosus Tyasuit. — 
K 70-aeTu10 CO AHA POX ACHMA MU 45- 
Ae€THIO Hay4HO-lMegarormyeckoH JAea- 
TeabHocTH. Mocxsa, Mock. Yuus., 
1957- 

NITSCH, K., Dialekty jezyka pol- 
skiego. Wroclaw-Krakéw, Towarzyst- 
wo milosnikéw jezyka polskiego, 1957. 

NITSCH, K., Wybér pism polo- 
nistycznych, IV: Pisma dialektoto- 
giczne. Wroctaw-Krakéw, Towar- 
zystwo mitosnikéw jezyka polskiego, 
1958. 

NOVAK, B., J. A. Komenského 
Zivot, dilo a doba. Praha, statni 
ped. nakladetelstvi, 1957. 

O nekoroprix Bompocax pyccKoro 
a3bIka M AMTepatypHI. Batymu, Toc. 
VMs34-so, 1958. 

Op@orpaguyeckuit caoBapb pyccko- 
ro a3bika, nog peg. C. M1. OFKETOBA 


u A. B. DIATIMPO. Mocxsa, 1956. 

OcxosHpie mpo6aemsr sm0ca BOCc- 
TOWHBIX CcAaBAH. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 
1958. 

TIABAOBMY, A., WUs6panusie 
npoussegzenua. IIpames, Msgateancrso 
KYAbTypHoro oO6mjecTBa ykpavHCKHx 
TpyAamuxca, 1955. 

PETR, I., Zaimek Kazdy w historii 
i dialektach jezyka polskiego. Wroclaw, 
PAN, 1957. 

PETROVICI, E., Interpénétration 
d’une phonologie slave et d’une 
morphologie romane. Mélanges Lin- 
guistiques. Bucarest, 1957. 

PETROVICI, E., Kann das Phonem- 
system einer Sprache durch fremden 
Einfluss umgestaltet werden? Zum 
slavischen Einfluss auf das rumanische 
Lautsystem. ’s-Gravenhage, Mouton 
& Co., 1957. 

PHILIPP, W., Uber das Verhiltnis 
des ,,Slovo o pogibeli Russkoj zemli“ 
zum ,,Zitie Aleksandra Nevskogo“. 
Forschungen zur osteuropdischen Ge- 
schichte, V. Berlin, 1957. 

IIuranuua icropii i jamaexroaorii 
CXi4HOCAOB ’AHChKHX MOB. UepHipeyb- 
kui zepx. yHipepcuter, 1958. 

Tlosma Maaxoscxoro «Xopouio !» — 
c6opxHuk crate. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 
1958. 

Polska epika ludowa. Opracowat 
Czernik. Wroclaw, PAN, 1958. 

TIOTEBHA, A. A., Us sanncox 0 
pyccxoi rpammartuxe, I-II, nog pea. 
B. HM. BOPKOBCKOTO. Mocxsa, 
AH CCCP, 1958. 

POULIK, I., Vysledky Vyzkumu 
na Velkomoravském hradi&ti ,, Valy“ u 
Mikultic. Praha, CSAV, 1957. 

TIO3AHEEB, A. B., Pyxonucusie 
necenuuku XVII-XVIII sexos. Mock. 
Toc. 3aoun. Ilea. Uncruryt, Yaensie 
Sanncxu, I. Mocxsa, 1958. 

IIpays1 Incrsrryra Mosasnayctsa. 
Mincx, AH BCCP, IV, 1957. 

IIpo6aema mepesoga HM MexKCAa- 
BAHCKMX AMTeEpaTyPHBIX B3AMMOCBAZeCH. 
YepHosuyKkuii roc. yHupepcutert, 1958. 

IIpo6aempi Teopua aAnTepatypsl. 
Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 1958. 

PROFOUS, A., J. SVOBODA, 
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Mistni jména v Cechach, IV. Praha, 


1957- 

ITPOKOTIOBA, A. I., [Ipuroaocni 
gouemu cyyacuoi yKpaincKoi aitepa- 
TypHoi mosu. Kues, Buyzasnuyrso 
Kuiscekoro, Zepx. yHis., 1958. 

PROPP, V., Morphology of the 
folktale. Philadelphia, American Fol- 
klore Society, 1958. 

IIPOXOPOBA, B. W., Amaaextus- 
MBI B ASbIKE XYJOKECTBEHHOU AUTEpa- 
typr. Mocxsa, 1957. 

Tlyumun - uccaegonanua u MaTepu- 
aan, 104 peg. M. IT. AAEKCEEBA. 
Tom I. Mocxsa-Aenuurpaaz, AH 
CCCP, 1956. 

Tlyumuu — uccaegonaHua 4 MaTepH- 
aasi, II. Mocxsa-Aenuurpag, AH 
CCCP Wuct. pyc. aurt., 1958. 

RACEK, I., Ceska hudba. Praha, 
1958. 

Radovi Staroslavenskog Instituta, 
III. Zagreb, 1958. 

RECZEK, S., Nasz jezyk powszedni. 
Wroctaw, 1957. 

Referaty sesji naukowej zaktadu 
jezykoznawstwa PAN w Warszawie 
6-7 marca 1958 r. Warszawa, 1958. 

Revue des Etudes Slaves. Articles 
destinés au Congrés international des 
Slavistes, Moscou. Paris, Imprimerie 
nationale, 1957. 

RICHHARDT, R., Polnische Lehn- 
worter im Ukrainischen. Slavistische 
Veréffentlichungen, XV. Wiesbaden, 
Otto Harrassowitz, 1957. 

PMAbCbKMM, M. T., ®. I. 
Aaspos Ko6sap Erop Mosuan. Kues, 
AH YCCP, 1958. 

Romanoslavica I-III. Bucuresti, 
Asociatia Slavistilor din Republica 
Populara Romina, 1958. 

ROMPORTL, M., Zvukova stran- 
ka souvislé feti v nafetih na TéSinsku. 
Krajské nakladatelstvi v Ostravé, 1958. 

ROSEL, H., Dokumente zur Ge- 
schichte der Slawistik in Deutschland, 
I. Berlin, Akademie-Verlag, 1957. 

ROSETTI, A., Limba Romina in 
secolele al XIII-lea —- al XVI-lea. 
Bucuresti, Editura Ac. Republicii 
populare Romine, 1956. 

ROSPOND, S., Klasyfikacja struk- 
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turalno-gramatyczna stowianskich na- 
ziw geograficznych. Prace Wroctaw- 
skiego Towarzystwa Naukowego, 1957. 

PYAHUIIbKUM, A., Kanaaiticexi 
MIiCUeBi HasBM ykKpaiHCbKoro Ooxox- 
4euua. Binniner, 1957. 

Pyccxuii POABKAOp — MaTepHaabl H 
uccaegzopaHua. Mocxsa-Aenuurpaa, 
AH CCCP, 1957. 

RUZICKA, R., Der Verbalaspekt 
in der altrussischen Nestorchronik. Dt. 
Akad. d. Wissensch. zu Berlin, Ver- 
offentl. d. Inst. f. Slawistik, 14. 1958. 

SATKE, A., Klucinsky pohadkai 
Josef Smolka. Krajské nakladatelstvi v 
Ostravé, 1958. 

SAVOJ, L. P., Nikolaj Gogol, Tutti 
i Racconti. Roma, Gherardo Casini, 
1957: 

C6opnux XII sexa Mockoscxoro 
Ycneucxoro co6opa. Bam. nepssrit. 
’s-Gravenhage, Mouton & Co., 1957. 

C6opuux orseros na Bompocsi m0 
AuTepatyposejzeHuio. IV Mexayua- 
pozHpii cbe3q Caasuctros. Mocksa, 
AH CCCP, 1958. 

C6opHuk oTBeTOB Ha BOMpOcHI 0 
a3bIkOsHaHHIO. IV MexazyHapogusiit 
cbe3g, Caasuctos. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 
1958. 

Scando-Slavica, Tomus IV. IV 
International Congress of Slavicists, 
Moscow. Copenhagen, Munksgaard, 
1958. 
SCHALLER, K., TIAN - Unter- 
suchungen zur Comenius-Terminolo- 
gie. ’s-Gravenhage, Mouton & Co., 
1958. 

SCHLAUCH, M. A., Polish Ver- 
nacular Eulogy of Wycliff. The 
Journal of Eccesiastical History, Vol. 
VIII, I. 1957. 

SHEVELOV, G. Y., A latent pho- 
neme in making: the affricate 3 in 
Slavic. Estructuralismo e historia, t. I. 
Univ. de la Laguna, s.a. 

SHEVELOV, G. Y., ,,Trst“‘-type 
groups and the problem of Moravian 
components in Old Church Slavonic. 
The Slavonic and East European 
Review, XXXV, June 1957. 

SIECZKOWSKI, A., Struktura 
stowotwércza_ przymiotnikéw  cze- 
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skich i polskich. Wroclaw, PAN, 1957. 

CKAAO3YB. A. I., Conocrasu- 
TCABHO€ OMMCaHMe COrAaCHBIX CO- 
BPeMCHHBIX KOpelickoro mM pyccKoro 
asbikos. Kues, M34. Kuescxoro Toc. 
Yuusepcuteta um. T. IT. IMlesaenko, 
1957- 

SKOK, P., Sur quelques noms de 
lieu d’origine ukrainienne en Rou- 
manie. Winnipeg, 1957. 

Caapuctuyen cOopHux, IV mexay- 
HapogeH KOHTpec Ha CaaBucTuTe B 
Mocxsa, I-II. Cogua, BAH, 1958. 

Slavisti¢éna Revija, X: Rajku Nahti- 
galu za osemdesetletnico. Ljubljana, 
1957- 

Caapancxaa gmaoaorna, I-III. 
Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 1958. 

CaapaHCKHe KHMIM KMPHAAOBCKON 
neyatu XV-XVIII ss., Kues, AH 
YCCP, Toc. ny6a. 6u6anotexa YCCP, 
1958. 

Caasancxuit cOopHux, II (ssmyck 
@maoaornueckuii). Boponex, V34-80 
Boponexckoro Yuusepcuteta, 1958. 

Caosapp a3bixa ITyumuna, II. Mocx- 
pa, AH CCCP, Wuct. assixosnanua, 
1957- 

Caosapb coBpemMeHHOrO pyccKoro 
AuTepatypHoro asbika, V (M-K), VI 
(A-M). Mocxsa-Aenuurpaz, AH 
CCCP, 1957. 

SlovenStina. Vysoko3kolska udceb- 
nice. Praha, Statni ped. Nakladatel- 
stvi, 1957. 

Slovo: Vajsov Zbornik. Starosla- 
venski Institut u Zagrebu, 1957. 

Stownik Polszczyzny XVI wieku. 
Zeszyt prébny. Wroclaw, PAN, 1956. 

Stownik Polszczyzny XVI wieku: 
Uwagi i recenzje. Warszawa, PAN, 
Inst. Badan Literackich, 1957. 

Stownik staropolski. T. II, 3. War- 
szawa, PAN, 1957. 

Caop’aHCbKe MOBOSHaBCTBO, Kues, 
AH CCCP, 1958. 

COKOAOBA, M. A., Ouepxu no 
a3bIKy CAOBLIX MaMaTHHKOB XVI 
Beka. AecHuurpag, AecHuurp. Yuue., 


1957- 

SOLOVIEV, A. V., Le nom by- 
zantin de la Russie. ’s-Gravenhage, 
Mouton & Co., 1957. 


S@RENSEN, H. CH., Studies on 
case in Russian. Kobenhavn, Rosen- 
skilde og Bagger, 1957. 

SOUCKOVA, M., The Czech 
Romantics. ’s-Gravenhage, Mouton & 
Co., 1958. 

SOVRE, D., Zum Neozirkumflex. 
Filologiska Meddelanden fran Ryska 
Institutet. Stockholm, 1958. 

CPE3HEBCKMM, VU. U., Mare- 
puaanr gaa Caosapa apesHepycckoro 
asbika, I-III. Mocxsa, Toc. uag. 
MHOCTp. HM Hal. CAoBapeii, 1958. 

STANG, CH. S., Slavonic Accen- 
tuation. Skrifter utgitt av Det Norske 
Videnskaps-Akademi i Oslo, I. Hist.- 
Fil. Klasse, 3. 1957. 

STANISLAV, J., Dejiny Sloven- 
ského jazyka, I: Uvod a hlaskoslovie. 
Bratislava, SAV, 1956. 

STEINITZ, W., Russische Laut- 
lehre. Berlin, Akademie-Verlag, 1957. 

STENDER-PETERSEN, AD., Ge- 
schichte der russischen Literatur. I, IT. 
Miinchen, C. H. Beck’sche Verlags- 
buchhandlung, 1957. 

STENDER-PETERSEN, AD., Rus- 
sian Studies. Aarhus, Universitets- 
forlaget, 1956. 

STENDER-PETERSEN, AD., und 
K. JORDAL, Das griechisch-byzan- 
tinisches Erbe im Russischen. Lan- 
guage, Acta Congressus Madrigians, 
vol. V. Copenhagen, 1957. 

STIEBER, Z., Atlas jezykowy daw- 
nej Lemkowszczyzny, I. Lédzkie To- 
warzystwo Naukowe, 1956. 

STIEBER, Z. (red.), Z dziejéw 
powstawania jezykéw narodowych i 
literackich. Warszawa, 1956. 

STIEBER, Z., Zarys dialektologii 
Jezykéw Zachodnio-Stowianskich. 
Warszawa, 1956. 

Studia z filologii polskiej i stowi- 
anskiej II. Warszawa, PAN, Komitet 
Stowianoznawstwa, 1957. 

Studia z filologii polskiej i stowian- 
skiej, III. Warszawa, PAN, 1958. 

Studia Slavica Academiae Scien- 
tiarum Hungaricae, IV, 1958. 

SVOBODA, K., Antika a éeska 
vzdélanost od obrozeni do _ pruni 
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valky svétové. Praha, CsSAV, 1957. 
SZOBER, S., Gramatyka jezyka 
polskiego (opracowat W. Doroszew- 
ski). Warszawa, 1957. 
TIAYMAH, C. K., Ucropua cuc- 
TeEMbI ANPPepeHYHaAbHbIX BACMCHTOB 
BIIOABCKOM a3bike. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 


1958. 

ee V., Uéebnice vétného 
rozboru. Praha, 1957. 

IQEPBA, A. B., Us6pannpie pa6orst 
mo pycckomy sa3biky. Mocxsa, 1957. 

IQEPBA, A. B., Us6pannuie paG6orsi 
0 A3bIKO3HaHMIO M goneTuxe, I. 
Aecuuurpaa, Aenuurpag. Yuus., 1958. 

IMEPBHMHA, A. A., Cymwnocts u 
HMCKYCCTBO CAOBCHCKOM CAOBECHOM OC- 
Tpotsi (kaaamOypa). Kues, AH CCCP, 
1958. 

IIYCT, A., ©. M. Koaecca, «Mu- 
creyTso«, Kues, 1955. 

SLIZINSKI, J., Rekopisy Braci 
Czeskich. Wroclaw, PAN, 1958. 

TASZYCKI, W., Rozprawy i studia 
polonistyczne, I: Onomastyka. Zaktad 
narodowy im. Ossolinskich, Wroclaw- 
Krakow, 1958. 

TEOJOPOB-BAAAH, A., Hosa 
6barapcka rpaMaTuka 3a Bcakoro, I, 
1-3. Coua, BAH, 1954, 1955, 1958. 

Tesncst Kongepexyuu m0 MalmMH- 
HOMy Mepepogy 15-21 Maa 1958r. 
Mocxsa, Munucrepcrso  BEicusero 
o6pasonanua CCCP, 1958. 

The 1956 American Bibliography of 
Slavic and East European Studies in 
Language, Literature, Folklore, and 
Pedagogy. Bloomington, Indiana Uni- 
versity, 1957. 

THOMSON, S. H., Magistri Jo- 
hannis Hus Tractatus de Ecclesia. 
University of Colorado Press, 1956. 

TIETZE, A., Slavische Lehnworter 
in der tiirkischen Volkssprache. Oriens, 
X, 1. 1957. 

TOACTOM, WU. UU, Cepécxo- 
XOpBaTCKO-pycckuii cAOBapb. Mocxsa, 
1957- 

TOMAIIEBCKMM, B., Myuxun, 
kKHura nepsas. Mocxsa-/Aenunrpag, 
AH CCCP, 1956. 

TONA, P., Orzeché do uceché abo 








pol tésaca kaszébskich zagédk. Gdarisk, 
Wojewédzki dom twérczosci Ludowej, 


1956. 

TRAVNICEK, F.,  Historicka 

mluvnice éeska, III: Skladba. Praha, 
1956. 
TREBLIN, L., Die deutschen Lehn- 
worter in der russischen Bergmann- 
sprache. Wiesbaden, Otto Harrasso- 
witz, 1957- 

TRUBETZKOY, N. S., Die russi- 
schen Dichter des 18. und 19. Jahr- 
hunderts. Graz-Kéln, 1956. 

Tpyas! Wucruryta Asprkosnanua, 
tom VII, VIII, IX. Mocxsa, AH 
CCCP, 1957-1959. 

Tpyasnt Orgeaa apesHepycckoit Au- 
Tepatyppl, nog peg. 4. C. AM XAUYE- 
BA, XIII. Mocxsa-Aenuurpag, AH 
CCCP, 1957. 

Tpyast Orgeaa apesHepyccKoli An- 
tepatypsi, XIV, XV: B. II. AAPMA- 
HOBOHM-ITEPETIJ. Mocxsa-Aecnuu- 
rpag, AH CCCP, 1958. 

Tpyant Bopounexcxoro Tocyaap- 
crseHHoro Yuusepcureta, XLVII: 
C6opuuk pa6bor ucropuko-@uaoaoru- 
ueckoro d@akyabteta. Boponex, 1957. 

Tpyast Boponexckxoro Tocy,ap- 
crseHHoro Yuusepcuteta, IX: C6op- 
HuK paOor MAOAOrHMeECKOrO OTAeAe- 
HHA MCTOPMKO-@uMAoAoruueckoro da- 
kyabteta. Bopouex, 1957. 

TRYPUCKO, J., Jezyk Whady- 
stawa Syrokomli, II. Uppsala Univer- 
sitets Arsskrift, 1957: 1. 

TRYPUCKO, J., Polonica vetera 
Uppsaliensia. 1958. 

TBOPOTOB, A., CoxposmyHuya 
cTapo pycckoi KHMxKHOCTH (/[pes- 
AexpaHHAne HaydHOo OnOanoTeKu 
TIckoscxoro o6aacrHoro KpaeBeguec- 
koro mysea). [Ickos, 1957. 

TYL, Z., Bibliografie ¢éeské lin- 
guistiky 1951-1955. Praha, CSAV, 


1957- 

UNBEGAUN, B. O., Russian Ver- 
sification. Oxford, Clarendon Press, 
1956. 

Yueusie 3anmMcKn, 144: Kadeapa pyc. 
a3bika. \eCHMHIpagcKuii roc. ne 4. MHCT. 
um. A. M1. Tepyena. Aenuurpag, 1958. 
YxasatTeab cTaTeli 10 CAaBAHCKOMY 
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A3bIKO3HaHMIO 3a 1948-1957. Mocxsa, 
AH CCCP, Waucr. caassnosegenna, 
1958. 

URBAN, Z., Z déjin éesko-bulhar- 
skych kulturnich stryki. Praha, CSAV, 
1957+ 
URBANKOVA, E., Rukopisy a 
vzacné tisky Prazské Universitni kni- 
hovny. Praha, 1957. 

VAILLANT, A., L’unité linguisti- 
que balto-slave. Filologija, Zagreb, 
1957- 

BACMAEHKO, WH. A., Ucropu- 
wecKad TpaMMaTMKa PyCCKOrO A3bIKa. 
Mocxsa, 1956. 

VERNADSKY, G., Das frithe Sla- 
wentum: Das Ostslawentum bis zum 
Mongolensturm. Historia Mundi, V. 
Bern, Francke Verlag, s.a. 

BUHOTPAAOB, B. B., Us ucropuu 
M3y4eHHaA pyccKoro cuHTakcuca. Mock- 
Ba, Mock. Yuus., 1958. 

Bonpocti usyyeHua soca HaposOB 
CCCP. Mocxsa, Usg-8s0 AH CCCP, 
1958. 

Bonpocsi mcvxoAorMmm MBIIMAeHMA HM 
peau. Ussectrua Axagemun Ilegarorn- 
ueckux Hayx PC®CP, LXXXI. 
Mocxrzsa, 1956. 

Bonpocsi CAaBAHCKOTO A3bIKOSHaHHA, 
2, 3. Mocxsa, AH CCCP, 1957, 1958. 

Bonpocsr texcroaormu. Mocxsa, 
AH CCCP, 1957. 

WASSON, V. P., and G. WASSON, 
Mushrooms, Russia, and History, I-II. 
New York, Pantheon Books, 1957. 

Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch. Bei- 
trage zum IV. Internationalen Slavis- 
ten-Kongress Moskau. Graz. Hermann 
Boéhlaus, 1958. 

VAN WIJK, N., Die baltischen und 
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slavischen Akzent- und Intonations- 
systeme. 2nd printing. ’s-Gravenhage, 
Mouton & Co., 1958. 

ZUM WINKEL, H. J., Uber die 
Homophonie in der russischen Litera- 
tursprache. Miesenheim am Glan, 
Verlag Anton Hain KG., o.J. 

WOLLMAN, §S., Slovo o pluku 
Igorové jako umélecké dilo. Praha, 
CSAV, 1958. 

WYKA, K., Szkice literackie i 
artystyczne, I, II. Krak6w, Wydaw- 
nictwo literackie, 1956. 

Wyspianski i Teatr. Krakéw, Teatr 
im. J. Stowackiego, 1957. 

YERSHOV, P., Letters of Gorky 
and Andreev (1889-1912). New York, 
Columbia Univ. Press, 1958. 

Z polskich studié6w Slawistycznych 
na IV Miedzynarodowy Kongres 
Slawist6w w Moskwie, I-II. War- 
szawa, Pafistwowe Wydawnictwo nau- 
kowe, 1958. 

ZEN’KOVSKI]J, V., Aus der Ge- 
schichte der dsthetischen Ideen in 
Russland im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert. 
*s-Gravenhage, Mouton & Co., 1958. 

ZINKEVICIUS, Z., Kai kurie 
Lietuviy kalbos gramatikos klausimai. 
Vilnius, 1957. 

ZINKEVICIUS, Z., Lietuviy kal- 
bod jvardziustiniu bidvardziu isto- 
rijos bruoZai. Vilnius, 1957. 

ZINKEVICIUS, Z., Lietuviu kal- 
botyros klausimai, I. Vilnius, 1957. 

SBETMHUEB, B. A., Cemacnoao- 
rua. Mocxsa, Mock. Yuus., 1957. 

JKUAOBMY, M. A., Vimennoe 
CKAOHeHMe B G6eAOPyCCKOM 43bIKe. 
Munck, 1958. 
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Zwei wichtige Neuerscheinungen : 


_ KLEINE SLAVISCHE BIOGRAPHIE 





- 1958. VIII, 832 Seiten, kl.-8°, Leinen 34,— DM 


Zum ersten Male werden in der ,,Kleinen slavischen Biographie“ rund 
3.500 Kurzbiographien der bedeutendsten Vertreter aller Sparten des 
Geisteslebens der Slaven iibersichtlich: und von den Anfiangen der 
slavischen Kulturen bis zur Gegenwart in deutscher Sprache geboten. 
Andersartige N werden dadurch erginzt und gleichzeitig 
wird ein wertvoller Uberblick iiber das weite Gebiet der Kulturleistungen 
der Slaven gegeben. 

Die knappen und zuverlassigen Informationen werden jedem modernen 
Menschen willkommen sein, der sich ernsthaft bemiiht, sein Wissen iiber 
Gebiete zu erweitern, die manchmal tiber Gebiihr vernachlissigt werden. 
Weiterfiihrende Literaturangaben bei zahlreichen Stichworten wollen 
eine Vertiefung der Kenntnisse erleichtern. 


kkk 


WILHELM LETTENBAUER 


RUSSISCHE LITERATURGESCHICHTE 
2., vermehrte und verbesserte Auflage 
1958. XI, 336 Seiten, Leinen 22,—- DM 


Die Neuauflage dieses bewahrten Werkes beriicksichtigt die seit 1955 neu 
erschienene wesentliche Literatur und die sachlich berechtigten wenigen 
Wiinsche, die in den durchweg sehr positiven Besprechungen der ersten 

Auflage (1955) vorgetragen wurden. Erweiterungen und Neuformulier- 

ungen an den in Betracht kommenden Stellen sowie ausfiihrlichere Re- 

gister werden den Wert des Buches-noch erhéhen. 

Lettenbauers Darstellung fiihrt von der dltesten Periode der russischen 
Literatur bis zur Gegenwart, der sowjetrussischen und der russischen 
_ Bmigrationsliteratur. Die Entstehung und Entwicklung der russischen 
Literatursprache werden ebenso dargestellt, wie die Zusammenhinge 
zwischen Literatur und Zeitstrémungen aller Art — angefangen von der 
Wirkung der Ideologie vom ,,Dritten Rom“ bis zu den Faktoren der 
Literatur des 19. Jahrhunderts und der neuesten Zeit. 


xk k* 
Verzeichnis weiterer slavistischer Literatur steht zur Verfiigung 
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Recent Publications on Slavic Literatures: 


J. VAN DER ENG 
Dostoevskij romancier 


Rapports entre sa vision du monde et ses procédés littéraires 
1957. 115 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid. 10.— 


V. ZEN’KOVSKU 


Aus der Geschichte der 
iisthetischen Ideen in Russland 
im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert 


Mir 1958, 62 pp. 14,5 x 22 cm. Gid. $.— 


















ae : ROBERT L. JACKSON 

Bi Dostoevskij’s Underground Man 

in Russian Literature 

‘a ‘ 1958. 223 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid. 20.— 
in: to the Fourth International Congress of 
ve Slavicists, Moscow, September 1958 

" 4 1958. 427 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid. 40,— 
ag 

hi 

Hr! Dutch Contributions 

bh to the Fourth International Congress of 
“a Slavicists, Moscow, September 1958 
hi, 1958. 249 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid. 24.— 
i 

4 GEORGETTE DONCHIN 

‘fe The Influence of French Symbolism 


1958, 241 pp. 7 ills. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid. 24.— 


MOUTON & CO. -,’S-GRAVENHAGE 





Recent Publications on Slavic Linguistics 


STANISLAW WESTFAL 
A Study in Polish Morphology 
_ ‘The Genitive Singular Masculine * 
1956. 419 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid, 48.— 


American Contributions 
to the Fourth International Congress of 
Slavicists, Moscow, September 1958 
1958. 427 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid. 40.— 


Dutch Contributions 
to the Fourth International Congress of 
Slavicists, Moscow, September 1958 
1958. 249 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth, Gid. 24.— 


PAVLE IVIC 


Die serbokroatischen Dialekte 
Thre Struktur und Entwicklung 


1: Allgemeines und die Stokavische Dialektgruppe 
1958. 325 pp. 27 figs., map. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gld. 38.— 


C. H. VAN SCHOONEVELD 


A Semantic Analysis of the Old Russian 
Finite Preterite System 


1959. 183 pp. 16 x 24cm. Cloth. Gid, 24.— 


HUKOAAN AYPHOBO 


| | Ouepk ucropum pyccKoro s3BiKa 
1959, Photomechanic reprint. 384 pp. 16 x 24 cm. Cloth. Gid. 24.— 
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